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THE DEEDS OF SUPPILULIUMA As TOLD BY HIS SON, MURSILI I 


Hans Gustav GUTERBOCK 


Oriental Institute, University of Chicago 


Chicago, IIl., U.S. A. 


INTRODUCTION 


The Hittite text called “The Deeds of Sup- 
piluliuma”’,! composed by MurSili Il, was first 
recognized by Forrer. He collected all frag- 
ments known to him in BoTU* under numbers 
31-47. KE. Cavaignac published a French trans- 
lation of these fragments in 1931.4 The tablets 
collected by Forrer were gradually republished 
in cuneiform, mostly by A. Goetze, in the KUB 
series, namely in volumes XIV (1926, Nos. 22, 
KIX (1927.. Nos: 7, 10: 11, 13, 14,. 
XXI_ (1928, No. 10), XXVI_ (1933, Nos. 73, 84), 
and some by Otten and Sturm in vol. XXXI 
(1939, Nos. 6, 7, 21, and 8).6 Along with these, 
some fragments which had escaped Forrer among 
the “Bo” tablets were published in cuneiform 
copies, namely KUB XIX 4, 12, 47, XXIII 2, 
8, 50, X 11, 25. 33:and 34. 

The excavations conducted by K. Bittel since 
1931 have added a considerable number of new 
fragments, virtually all from ‘Archive in 
the south-east part of the acropolis, Biiyiikkale.® 
When the tablets found during the campaigns of 
1931, 1932, and 1933 were in Berlin for cleaning 
and copying, H. Ehelolf began to make hand 


1. Hittite Suppiluliumas LU-nannak, genitive (more 
probably plur. than sing.) of LU-natar “manhood, manly 
deed’’. The correct interpretation was given by Som- 
mer, A/F 1 354; ef. Friedrich, Heth. Wérterbuch (HW) 
284. 

2. Before him, Hrozny already stated that the best 
preserved part, namely, the tablet published by him as 
KBo V 6, was probably written by MurSili and dealt 
with the reign of Suppiluliuma (Keilschriftterte aus 
Boghazkéi [WV DOG 36, 1921], Inhaltsiibersicht). 

3. Forrer, Die Boghazkéi-Texte in’ Umschrift I: 
Geschichtliche Terte aus Boghazkéi (WVDOG 42, 1926), 
with remarks on pp. 31*-34*. 

t. I}. Cavaignac, Les annales de Subbiluliuma, Stras 
bourg, 1931 (repr. from Revue des études anciennes, 32). 

5. For the question of whether XXI 10 (BoTU 45) 
and XXXI 8 (BoTU 47) belong to our work, see below, 
p. 49, under ‘Isolated and Doubtful Fragments’’. 

6. M DOG 72, 42; 75, 63 f.; 78, 63; JF 60, 200 n. 1. Cf. 
below, p. 50, under “Places of Discovery” 


copies of some texts, including Suppiluliuma 
fragments. He soon realized that many of the 
newly found pieces joined one another and 
that more joining fragments could be expected 
as the excavations went on. For this reason he 
postponed publication of the copies he had made. 
After his untimely death, his wife and H. Otten 
could make available the existing copies only in 
the state he had left them; of the two posthu- 
mous volumes, KUB XXXII and XXXIV, the 
latter contains a number of Suppiluliuma frag- 
ments, namely Nos. 23-30 and, though not ex- 
pressly so designated, Nos. 31, 32, and 35. It 
was because of these circumstances that some of 
these fragments were only later recognized as 
forming parts of the larger units. 

Ever since I had noticed a dozen Suppiluliuma 
fragments among the tablets of 1933,7 I had 
hoped to be able to publish the new texts together 
with a translation of the old. The fact that 
after 1935 I no longer officially belonged to the 
team working on the Bogazkéy tablets made an 
‘arly realization of that hope impossible. At 
one time in Ankara I copied two fragments which 
had been pieced together in Berlin and _ later 
noticed that two others, published separately as 
XXXIV 24 and 30, could be combined with them 
to form one almost complete column, which | 
subsequently published in /F 60.3 By that 
time, however, the tablets had been removed 
from Ankara for reasons of safety during the war. 
Since they remained in their shelter long after 


the end of hostilities, for lack of appropriate 
storing space while the Bedesten Museum was 
under construction, the tablets were again made 
available in the museum at Ankara only after I 
had left Turkey in 1948.° Consequently, 


7. MDOG 72, 42. Needless to say, there are now 
many more, namely 29 numbers of that vear (numbers 
marked with letter /c). 

8. “Neue Texte zur Geschichte Suppiluliumas’”’, 
Indogermanische Forschungen UF) 60 (1952, but Heft 
already 1950) 199-211. 

9. Cf. IF 60, 200 n. 2. 
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was never able systematically to go through the 
whole lot of Bittel’s tablets in search of Suppi- 
luliuma fragments. To do so now would un- 
necessarily duplicate the work already done in 
Berlin. 

Publication of the Hittite sources for the his- 
tory of Suppiluliuma has become more important 
than ever since new texts were discovered at 
Ras Shamra in 1953 and the following years.'° 
Consequently, when I was sent to Frankfurt, 
Germany, by the Chicago-Frankfurt Inter- 
University Project of the University of Chicago 
for the summer semester of 1954 and, in addition, 
received an Oriental Institute grant enabling 
me to go to Turkey at the end of that semester, 
I felt that the time had finally come for carrying 
out my plans concerning the “Deeds of Suppi- 
luliuma.”” Upon my request, H. Otten very 
kindly —-and with the authorization of the 
Berlin Academy — provided me with a complete 
set of photographs of all the fragments that he 
had recognized, in the course of his work on the 
Bogazkéy tablets, as belonging to this composi- 
tion. The excellent photographs were, as usual, 
made by Mrs. Ehelolf. Otten also made a num- 
ber of suggestions for the joining of fragments 
(which all turned out to be correct). After hav- 
ing copied in Frankfurt as many of the texts as 
was possible from photographs, I spent some time 
in the Ankara museum in August and September, 
1954, checking and completing my copies with 
the originals and piecing together a few more 
fragments. In Istanbul I had at least time for a 
very short inspection of the originals of the “Bo” 
tablets, in the course of which two of the BoTU 
texts could be fitted back to back. The Turkish 


colleagues in both museums facilitated my work: 
in the kindest way, and I take the opportunity ~ 


now to express my sincere thanks to Dr. Cahit 


Kinay, then Director General of Antiquities, to” 


Mr. Necati Dolunay and Dr. Selcuk Ar in Ankara, 
as well as to Mr. Osman Siimer and Mesdames 


10. To be published by J. Nougayrol in Palais Royal 
@Ugarit (PRU), vol. IV. Preliminary report by the 
same, CRAT of Jan. 29, 1954, 30 ff. [While working Ombis 
article, I received, through Nougayrol’s kindness, proofs 
of PRU IV. Unfortunately the Deeds contain nothing 
that would direetly contribute to a solution of the prob 
lems raised by the “Dossier Suppiluliuma” (II A) 
of Ugarit. In the interpretation of KUB XIX 9 (PRU 
IV p. 33) I follow Gétze, T 118.) 


Muazzez (1% and Hatice Kizilyay in Istanbul. 
During my stay with the German expedition at 
Bogazkéy, two small fragments were most for- 
tunately unearthed just then, which I copied with 
the kind permission of K. Bittel and H. Otten. 
The latter also kindly provided me with a list 
of the locations at which the Bittel tablets were 
found, and communicated to me a transliteration of 
one fragment found in 1955. Finally, Mrs. Edith 
Ritter helped me with the English style. My 
thanks go to all the individuals and institutions 
who have helped me in the present task, above all 
to Otten, without whose generosity in making 
the material.savailable I would not have been able 
to undertake it. 


RECONSTRUCTION OF THE TEXT 

In spite of the increase in the number of frag- 
ments, the text of “The Deeds of Suppiluliuma” 
is still very fragmentary, much more so than the 
other great historical composition of MursSili, 
his own Annals. Regnal years were not counted 
in these Hittite annalistic texts, and in contrast 
to the MurSili Annals, where at least the begin- 
ning of each new year is marked, phrases indi- 
cating the beginning of a year are extremely 
rare in the extant parts of the Suppiluliuma text." 
Only a few tablet numbers are preserved, and 
since the different copies of the text had tablets 
of different length and counted the tablets in- 
dividually,” the existing tablet numbers can be 
used only with some caution. For most of the 
arrangement of the fragments we have, therefore, 
to rely on considerations of their contents, cor- 
relating them with whatever evidence is avail- 
able in outside sources for the sequence of events 
during the reign of Suppiluliuma.  Forrer al- 
ready used this method for arranging the frag- 
ments in BoTU, and his arrangement has turned 
out to be basically correct. 

It is assumed that texts which mention the 
author’s grandfather together with his father 
(i.e., Tudbaliya II with Suppiluliuma) must be- 
long to the beginning of the whole composition. 
On this basis Forrer already put the fragments 
‘mentioning the “grandfather” at the beginning 
of his series (BoTU 31-36). The new fragments 

11. Contrary to my statement, 7F 60, 199, they are 


not altogether lacking. 
12. Cf. JCS V 135 with literature in n. 5. 
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added one important bit of evidence, which comes 
from our text No. 3: Its column iii was obtained 
during the campaign of 1933 from two fragments; 
the greater part of its column iv is a duplicate of 
BoTU 37. Inspection of the originals in 1954 
showed (1) that columns ii and iv join each other, 
with the beginnings of i 22-30 in XXXIV _ 26, 
right column; (2) that XXXIV 28 with joining 
175 ¢, containing the end of a fourth column with 
colophon, belongs to the same tablet. Although 
it cannot directly be fitted to the rest of col. iv, 
the handwriting, the color and texture of the clay 
and particularly the shining, polished appearance 
of its surface make it clear that it belongs here. 
From this, it is evident that BoTU 37 indeed fol- 
lows the “grandfather” texts immediately, as 
Forrer had assumed, and that in the new copy the 
itinerary known from BoTU 37 1 was still part 
of the second tablet (No. 3, colophon in 175, ¢); 
BoTU 37 itself has this itinerary in its col. i and 
is accordingly the third tablet in its copy. Since 
the “grandfather” is not mentioned anywhere in 
BoTU 37, it seems that at the point represented 
by the beginning of BoTU 37 and of col. iv of our 
No. 3, Suppiluliuma was left alone. However, 
since there is very little space (ca. eleven lines 
missing) between columns iii and iv of No. 3 for 
the mention of Tudhaliya’s death and Suppilu- 
liuma’s accession, the possibility exists that the 
“grandfather”? was still alive at this time and 
might even have been mentioned in the lost parts 
of BoTU 37. But on the basis of the existing 
text we are inclined to assume that all ‘‘grand- 
father” fragments should be placed before the 
beginning of BoTU 37 and No. 3 col. iv. 
First to Third Tablets 

Our arrangement of what we have called ‘First 
Tablet” and “Second and Third Tablets” is based 
on the above considerations. | Like Forrer we have 
assumed that BoTU 31 is part of the First Tablet, 
because it is the only text in which the “grand- 
father’s” name, Tudhaliva, is expressly men- 
tioned. Since the beginning and end of its first 
column are broken, and its second column is 
represented by only a few illegible lines, and its 
third and fourth columns are lost, it is possible 


to ascribe some other ‘“‘grandfather’’ fragments 
also to the First Tablet. 
are those mentioning a certain Tuttu: XIX 12, 
in which he appears together with the ‘‘grand- 


Foremost among these 


father”, and XXXI 33 and 34, in which only 
Tuttu is mentioned (none of these is in BoTU). 
In XIX 12, the upper edge of the obverse with 
the beginning of col. ii and a trace of col. i line 2 
is preserved. If XIX 12 really belongs to the 
First Tablet, then the latter ought to be part of 
the beginning of the text, and if the preserved 
|... |-¢a is the end of the name Tudhaliya of the 
genealogy, this may indeed be the case (Tbl. I, 
Frgm. 1, copy B). Another little fragment, 
XXIII 2, just contains part of a genealogy that is 
followed, in the only subsequent line preserved, 
by the words “my grandfather’, and is therefore 
placed here as Thl. I, Frgm. 1, copy F. It is 
true that this small fragment is not very charac- 
teristic and might just as well come from any 
other text which happens to mention the grand- 
father of its author in the first paragraph after the 
introduction; but even if this be the case, there 
is no harm in putting it here, since our composition 
is likely to have begun in this way. 

Just as XX XI 33 and 34 were placed near XLX 
12 because all three deal with Tuttu, so we follow 
Forrer in putting BoTU 32, which mentions Kan- 
tuzzili, near BoTU 31 col. i, where his name also 
appears. The original of BoTU 32 in Istanbul 
does not show in any way which column of a tablet 
it is; in contrast to Forrer, who reconstructed it 
as a right column, we have tentatively considered 
it part of col. i. 

We attribute BoTU 33 (and its duplicates, Nos. 
1 and 2) to the Second rather than to the First 
‘Tablet, because in contents it is much closer to 
BoTU 34 than to BoTU 31; the last column of 
BoTU 34, in turn, is duplicated by the first 
column of BoTU 35, a tablet whose colophon 
bears a number which, though damaged, seems 


to be “3 As a result of the fact already men- 
tioned, that the individual copies were made on 
tablets of different length, what is part of the 
Second Tablet in one copy is part of the Third in 
another. For this reason we subsume “Second 
and Third Tablets” under one heading. Our 
reconstruction of this part of the text may be il- 
lustrated in the accompanying chart." 

13. The chart has to be very condensed for reasons of 
space. Capital letters refer to the copies (ef. n. 16); 
numbers in parentheses, as (33) ete., to BoTU; if pro 
vided with ‘‘No.’’, to text numbers in this article (texts 
published here for the first time). Eneireled numbers 
refer to the numbering of Fragments (elsewhere in this 
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It will be evident from this arrangement that I 
now have given up my previous idea that there 
existed two versions of the “Deeds of Suppilu- 
liuma’, comparable to the abridged ‘Ten-year 
Annals” and ‘Full Annals’? of Mursili’s own 
reign.'! One of the factors that led me to this 
assumption, the consideration that there could 
not have been two similar accounts of the Nib- 
hururiya incident in one and the same version, 
has been disproved by Otten, who found the 
fragments 555 + 562/¢ + 568 + 575/¢ which, 
together with 301,/¢ A, complete the third column 
of our No. 12 and show that it was a duplicate of 
KBo V 6 iii-iv; consequently, the fourth column 
of No. 12, dealing with the conversation between 
Suppiluliuma and the Egyptian envoy, does in fact 
follow the second letter of the queen. Another 
faetor In my earlier assumption was the similarity 
of our No. 3 col. iii with BoTU 33 ii and 34 iv, as 
follows: 

In No. 3 i 8 ff. the ‘‘grandfather”’ is ill, the 
“father” volunteers, is dispatched and defeats the 
Gasga who had entered Hatti. In line 22 the 
“grandfather” recovers and descends from the 
Upper Country. 

Similarly, in BoTU 33 i the “father”? volun- 
teers, is dispatched from Samuha, comes to 
In 34 iv 1-16 the 
“father” fights the GaSga; in line 17 the “grand- 


Hatti and fights the Gasga. 


father”? recovers and descends from the Upper 
Country. 

However, apart from the fact that I do not now 
see a possibility of placing BoTU 33 i immediately 
before BoTU 34 iv in view of the length of tablets 
in the different copies, | had overlooked the dif- 
ference between the passages following the 
“grandfather’s” recovery and descent from the 
Upper Country in BoTU 34 and our No. 3: in 
34 he has to deal with Masa and Kammala, ete., 
and, after his victory there, marches against 
In No. 3, he fights the GaSga in Zithara, 
receives news about Arzawa, and dispatches the 
“father” against that country. 


Havasa. 


These differences indicate that the fragments 
under discussion are not different accounts of the 
same events, but rather of totally different ones; 
in other words, we have to accept the fact that 


article in italies). Capital roman numerals are tablet 


numbers, lower-case roman numerals refer to columns. 
14. JF 60, 207 f.; Siegel aus Bogazkéy (SBo) T p. 36 
n. 139 


the aging Tudhaliva had several spells of ill 
health and recovered at least from two of them. 
It is true that the repeated mention of the same 
countries is bewildering: Hayasa in BoTU 34 13 
and iy 41 ff.; Samuha in 341 10 f. and 33 ii 5; 
the Upper Country in 34.1 19, (iv IS =) 35718, 
and No. 3 i 23; and one might well ask whether 
another arrangement of the fragments may not 
result in a clearer sequence of the campaigns to 
different regions. But the possibilities of shifting 
the fragments around are limited by the considera- 
tion that within the first tablets of the series the 
divergence in the distribution of the text in the 
individual columns of the different copies cannot 
be too great. After having tried a number of ar- 
rangements, | think that the sequence proposed in 
the above chart and followed in the text agrees 
best with the length of the existing tablets. 

When cataloguing the tablets in the campaign 
of 1933 at Bogazkoy, I believed that three of them 
looked so similar that they must be part of one 
and the same tablet, and therefore mumbered 
them 3801/¢ A, 301/c¢ B, and 301/¢ C, respec- 
tively. Later I noticed that 301,/¢ A duplicates 
KBo V 6 ii 44 ff. (Git is now part of No. 12 col. 
i), 801, ¢ B duplicates BoTU 33 (now No. 1), and 
301 ¢ C joins 426/¢ (now No. 3 col. ii). Thus it 
is clear that 301/¢ A cannot be part of the same 
tablet as 301/¢ Band C, but may at best be part 
of a later tablet of the same copy written by the 
same hand. Our present reconstruction of the 
Second and Third Tablets raises the question of 
whether 301/¢ B and C cannot be part of one 
tablet, ie., whether our No. 1 is not part of No. 
3. Of No. 3, only the reverse is known, while 
No. | is flat and therefore part of an obverse. 
However, No. 1 cannot be fitted into No. 3 be- 
cause of BoTU 33, whose col. ii is a duplicate of 
No. | ii, and whose col. iii would then fall some- 
where in the third column of No. 3, whose text is 
preserved and different. So No. | must be con- 
sidered part of a different copy. The small piece 
16m (our No, 2), on the other hand, may be part 
of the obverse of No. 3, but since IT saw it in 
Bogazkéy, I could not compare it with the other 
fragments in the Ankara museum. 

The fragments discussed so far represent several 
copies of our work. The six texts ascribed to the 
First Tablet (A-F)' are all from) Winckler’s 


15. Listed below, at the head of the transliteration. 
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tablets that are now in Istanbul. Inspection 
of the originals did not show that any of them 
were part of the same copy; but this negative 
impression may be due to the fact that Thad very 
little time to spend there. Of the text) portion 
that we eall Second and Third Tablets,'® copies 
A, D, and G are from Winckler’s excavations, 
and B, C, and F are from Bittel’s. As stated 
above, C might be part of F, but B is a separate 
copy. The copies differ considerably in length: 
the new copy F has the longest columns and there- 
fore includes the itinerary in its second tablet, 
whereas in G this is part of a new tablet, prob- 
ably the third. The copy with the shortest tablets 
is 2, whose col. iis a duplicate of ID col. iv; since 
the tablet number of FE seems to be 3", D is the 
second tablet of its copy. [| was not able to 
correlate any of the Istanbul fragments of the 
Second and Third Tablets with those of the First, 
apart from noting that both BoTU 1) 


and BoTU 34 TD) have large writing. 


BoTU 33 has a blank in col. ti, comparable to 
the blanks in KBo V6," but, in contrast to the 
extremely large handwriting of KBo V6, I 
noted) “medium-size writing’ for BoTU 33. 
BoTU 37 has a horizontal “rule” after each line 
of writing in columns iand i that is not found in 
col. iv Gil is lost); this peculiarity occurs only in 
the isolated fragments BoTU 38 40 which Forrer 
attributed to our work for this very” reason.' 
The Tuttu fragment NIX 12 (Tb. 1, B) has thin 
horizontal rules running through the center of 
the signs of each line of writing, and the same 
kind of ruling ean be seen in some lines of NIX 
10 BoTU 35 TL, a Berlin (VAT) 
tablet; thus, NIN 12 and 10 may be parts of the 
first and third tablets, respectively, of the same 


COpyV. 


Further Fragments 


After the text portion containing the detailed 
itinerary, there follow, on the one hand, the rem- 
hants of columns ii and iv of BoTU 37, and, on 


the other hand, several fragments which cannot 


16. A list of the copies with their sigla is to be found at 
the beginning of the transliteration of “Second and 
Third Tablets’, p. 62 

17. For these blanks, see below, p. 47, under “Seventh 
Tablet” 

IS. See below, p. 49, under “Isolated and Doubtful 


Fragments’’; not included in our text 


be placed more exactly. In our presentation of 
the text, the former are given as “Fragments 16 
and 7?” of Tablet ILI, the latter under a new 
heading “Further Fragments’. Fragment 18 
(No. 4) is the beginning of a new tablet; it Comes 
from Bittel’s finds and has small handwriting. 
Whether it follows No. 3 immediately cannot be 
determined with certainty. The fact — that 
Himuili is mentioned both in No. 4 and in BoTU 
37 iv does not in itself prove an overlap of BoTU 
37 and No, 4, since the same general also appears 
in KBo V6i tl. If No. 4 (Fram. 18) came im- 
mediately after No.3 (Frgm. 15), the mention of 
the town of Peta in No. 4.1 1 would seem a little 
abrupt. According to its handwriting, No. 4 
seems to belong to the same copy as No. 13, which 
we have placed at a later point (Frgms. 38, 39) he- 
cause of its contents. 

The general scene of No. 4 is Arzawa, a country 
first mentioned in No. 3 col. iii, so that No. 4 
might very well come after No. 3. However, 
after what has been said about Peta, and also 
according to its handwriting, it can. neither be 
part of the same copy nor follow No. 3 imme- 
diately. In order to account for the fact that the 
itinerary of No. 3 iv (with duplicate BoTU 37 i) 
includes the town Tuwanuwa, we refer to KBo VI 
28 obv. & f. (Goetze, Aizzwwatna 21), according 
to which the Arzawaean enemy had reached this 
town before the accession of Suppiluliuma (cf. 
the discussion at the end of this article). 

Of the following fragments, No. 6 (Frgm. 19) 
and No. 7 (Prgms. 20 and 22)! are linked to No. 
1 (Frgm. 18) by the place names. 

No. 8 (Frgms. 21 and 23) and XXXIV _ 32 
(Frgm. 24) mention the country of Armatana. 
In the Mattiwaza treaty’? this is one of the 
regions Whose inhabitants migrated to [Suwa. 
XNXANILV 25, part of columns i and ii of a tablet®! 
(Prgms. 25 and 26), also seems to deal with events 
mentioned in the same section of that treaty: 
the name [Suwa followed by “NAM-.RA.MES of 
Hatti’? G 12-14) reealls the situation described 
in PD No. 1 obyv. 19 f.; the fruitless challenge in 

19. Tnoticed No. 7 vears ago among the ‘*Bo”’ tablets 
in Berlin 

20. Weidner, Politische Dokumente aus Klein 
asien (PD) (BoSt. 8), 1923, No. 1 obv. 19 ff., esp. line 
22 (p. 6f 

21. LT was unable to add further fragments to those 
combined by Ehelolf 
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ii 16 ff. can be compared with PD No. | obv. 29, 
and the mention of WassSukanni in it 26 with PD 
No. L oby. 27. From the treaties and from the 
fact that in Amarna the letters of TPusratta belong 
to the beginning of Akhen-Aton’s reign, it) has 
heen deduced that considerable time elapsed be- 
tween this) first Mitanni campaign, directed 
against Tusratta, and the second, in which Matti- 
Whereas 


the latter could have taken place only after the 


Waza Was installed as a Hittite vassal. 


conquest: of Carchemish (dated to the of 
Tut-ankh-Amon’s death), the former must have 
occurred before that event; for this reason our 
Fragments 21-26 have been placed here before 
KBo V6 (hich, as is known, tells of the con- 
quest of Carchemish and the events following the 
death of Tut-ankh-Amon). 

Some doubts remain concerning BoTU 43, 
a small fragment that contains a mention of 
Kinza, a sign which may best be restored as 
“my brother’, and a reference to two persons who 
met Suppiluliuma. For these reasons, Forrer 
(BoTU II, p. 34*) put it after KBo V6 (BoTU 41), 
but it seems equally possible to place it before that 
text, because we know neither who is meant by 
“my brother” (Arnuwanda or “the priest” Teli- 
pinu), nor who the two persons are; furthermore, 
KBo V6 presupposes a Hittite hold on Winza, 
so that we expect this town to be mentioned at an 
earlier point. We have, therefore, tentatively 


” 


put the fragment here as “F'rgm. 27 
“Seventh” Tablet 


The passage dealing mainly with the siege of 
Carchemish and the letter of the Egyptian queen 
is the best attested part of the whole composi- 
tion (this whole text portion is called here Frgm. 
28). Its copy A KBo V6 = BoTU 41 is num- 
hered “seventh tablet’, and for easy reference we 
have used this number but put it in quotation 
marks. For it is obvious that only in a copy with 
such extremely large handwriting could the num- 
ber be that high. The new fragment No. 9 has 
equally large writing and, moreover, has the text 
arranged in exactly the same lines as A. We 
therefore call it B. From the fact that in B iv the 
ends of seven lines corresponding to A iv 4-10 are 

22. In contrast to the note in KUB NIN ad No. 16, 


Inspection of the originals showed that NIX 16 and NIX 
7 (the latter = BoTU 43) are not pieces of one and the 


same tablet 


written on the same level as the lines of the third 
column which correspond to A iii 16-25, we con- 
clude that in B the columns were shorter than in 
A. Copy A, whose colophon omits the title of 
the work and has the unique formula ANA 
TUPPT SIPARRI nawt aniyan “not vet made 
8 has blanks at the end of 
columns i and ii and another near the end of col. 


into a bronze tablet’ 


ii. ‘These blanks indicate that the original, from 
which KBo V6 was copied! was broken at the 
bottom of its obverse which corresponds to the 
top of the reverse. Thus, the blank in A i would 
indicate a break at the end of col. i of the original; 
the blank in A ii would render the break both 
at the end of col. i and at the beginning of col. 
ili of the original; and the blank between A iii 43 
and 44 which, as we now know from the duplicate 
No. 12, corresponds to ten lines of text would be 
the break at the beginning of col. iv of the original. 
Since we have just seen that B (No.9) had shorter 
columns than A, our B might indeed be the orig- 
inal from which A was copied, but its fragmentary 
state makes a definite statement to this effect 
impossible. The variants (notes 50, 52-54 to 
the transliteration) are insignificant. 

Of the blanks in A, the third can be filled by 
No. 12, as has just been mentioned. Of the 
second, eight lines are preserved in traces in 
XXXIV 25, although these are certainly less than 
the length of the whole blank. For the blank in 
A col. i no duplicate has turned up so far. 

As is the case with other tablets, the beginnings 
of the tablets in the individual series differ con- 
siderably. Our copy C (Forrer’s B, best published 
as NXNXI 7 whereas BoTU 42 is incomplete) 
starts with the sentence that begins in A i 28; 
copy C must have had very long lines and many 
lines per column, so that it would belong to a 
copy with very long tablets. Whether it was the 
third tablet of its copy as Forrer thought (BoTU 
I] p. 33*), I do not know; it might equally well 
have been the fourth. Of the new fragments, No. 
11 (E)) begins one sentence after C, that is, with 
A i 29. It is possible that No.11, XXXIV 25, and 


23. B. Landsberger drew my attention to an actual 
bronze tablet found in Nuzi: Ik. R. Lacheman, Ercav. 
at Nuzi V (HSS XIV), Corrected Plate 1. 

24. This was, of course, not the bronze tablet Forrer 
ussumed it to be on the basis of a wrong interpretation of 
(BoTU IL, p. 33*, ef. Sommer-Ehelolf, Papanikri 
|BoSt. 10! 5), but another clay tablet 
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No, 12 are parts of one and the same tablet; this 
was an afterthought, not verified with the originals 
in Ankara, and cannot therefore be stated with 
certainty. To indicate this situation, we have 
called the three fragments Fk), He, and Es, respec 
tively. No. is the beginning of a col. i; NNATV 
25 shows no sign indicating what column it ts, 
but it would be part of the second if it: belonged 
to the same tablet; and of No. 12 only the reverse 
with the greater part of col. in and all of col. iv is 
preserved, the latter falling entirely after the end 
of A. Since No. 12 i 27 is the middle of the 
tablet, this copy had about 53°55 lines in this 
column; thus, it was a rather short copy and the 
broken tablet number must, therefore, have been 
rather high. According to what was said above 
about the handwriting of 301 ¢ A, it may be from 
the same hand as our No. 3, although Nos. 3 and 
12 differ in length. 

No. 10 (D) is still another copy; it is the end of 
a left column (since there is no colophon on it, 
probably i) and corresponds to A ii 19-34. 


Further Fragments Following “Seventh” Tablet 


As is well known, there are other texts referring 
to the Egyptian episode. In XIX 20° we have 
a fragment of the letter in which Suppiluliuma 
holds the Egyptians responsible for the murder of 
his son. Mursili dealt with the incident re- 
peatedly: apart from the ‘Deeds of Suppiluliuma”’ 
and the Plague Prayers’® we have another prayer 
of his in NNXI 121 (+) I2la. It is therefore 
not certain whether all small fragments dealing 
with this event belong to our text; nevertheless, 
we have included them here for the sake of com- 
pleteness. 25 (Frgm. 29) is very similar 
to the end of our No, 12 but not a duplicate. 
Whether NXITIL 7 (Frgm. 30) belongs to our text 
is equally uncertain. NIX 4 (Frgm. 37) is the 
text treated in JF 60, 208 ff. Goetze independ- 
ently also regarded it as belonging here (le. 
208 no 35). However, Otten drew my attention to 
the fact that, according to Walther’s copy in the 
Berlin Dictionary file, the reading .W7-72{-r7| in 
line 10 was unlikely, that the trace might point 

25. Forrer, Forschungen 2S tf 

26. Gotze, A/F 1 208 tf., § 4.5; Goetze in Pritehard 
INET (first p. 395 


27 Forrer, Forse h Il 23 


to a reading .W/7-rja-a], and the fragment might, 
therefore, not belong here at all. Collation in 
Istanbul showed that there actually is the head 
of a second vertical on the right-hand fragment, 
but that the left piece clearly has two horizontals 
only. This is against ra, and the additional 
vertical may be the first of a za, which would vield 
the reading \Wi-iz-zla-r7|, so that the fragment, 
Which otherwise fits the situation very well, is 
still likely to belong here. XIX 4 is flat) and 
therefore part of an obverse, but its position can- 
not be determined more precisely Equally 
flat and written in a similar handwriting, though 
hot necessarily part of the same tablet, is XXIII 
S (Frgm. 32), a small fragment mentioning 
Mi\-iz-r7|, a treaty, and “evil”; whether it belongs 
to our composition, and where, cannot be deter- 
mined, 

Somewhere after the end of No. 12 falls the 
end of BoTU 42, the “long” copy C of our 
“Seventh” Tablet (Frgm. 35). From it we only 
learn that Suppiluliuma had to deal with the 
CGasga again after his famous Syrian campaign. 
For BoTU 43 see above, Frgm. 27, before the 
“Seventh” Tablet. 

BoTU 44 deals with campaigns in Anatolia 
first, but its col. ii obviously tells the same story 
as PD No. 2 oby. 45 ff., that is, the campaign 
which brought Mattiwaza to the throne.’ Since 
this campaign was conducted by Piyassili (men- 
tioned as “king of Carchemish”’ in ii 38), this 
event falls after the conquest of Carchemish. re- 
lated in our “Seventh” Tablet. Collation in 
Istanbul showed that BoTU 44 and 46 are parts 
of the same tablet in such a way that 46 falls a 
little before the colophon of 44 (the four columns 
of BoTU 44 + 46 are numbered here Frgms. 34 
37). No. it (Frgm. 38) seems to belong to a 
context similar to BoTU 44 ii; in it, Irrita is men- 
tioned together with what may be restored as 

28. Laroche, Revue de Uhistoire des religions 148 
(1955) S with n. 1, equated the campaign mentioned in 
NIX 18 (BoTU 44) ii with that of PD No. 1 obv. 17-30 
this is the one “od, prenant le royaume mitannien 
orevers, Suppiluliuma oceupe Wasugganni.. and 
distinguished it from that conducted for Mattiwazu 
. du statut de Matti 
waza’). In view of the mention of Assur, Suttarna 
and the king of Carechemish in BoTU 44 ii 34-38, there 
can be no doubt that we deal here with the Mattiwaza 


“Plus tard, lors du réglement . . 


affair, and Laroche informs me that he now accepts this 
latter identification 


Pu 
us 
13 
7 pl 
col 
Wl 
3 va 
las 
(B 
na 
Ni 

an 
i ni 
16 
| 
; we 
kn 
th 
wl 
on 
wl 
mi 
SO) 
2 fat 
3 31 
pl: 
an 
liv 
CoO 
bo 
Or 

of 
fre 
an 
pa 
Ca 
on 
IS 


GéttTerBbock: THE DEEDS OF SUPPILULIUMA 19 


S-/A (ii 17), a situation which again reminds 
us of PD No. 2 (obv. 44 f.). The reverse of No. 
13 (Frgm. 39) deals with Havasa, so that, if the 
placing of the fragment based on its obverse is 


ISK 


correct, Suppiluliuma would have had to deal 
with that country again at this late date. 

The rest of the fragments cannot be placed with 
certainty. No. 14 (Frgm. 40) mentioning Ha- 
vasa and the Upper Country may go with the 
last mentioned or with our Thl. Frgm. 
(BoTU 34 iv). No. 15 (Frgm. 41), in which the 
names Trrita and Carchemish occur, resembles 
No. 13 (Frgms. 38-39). NXITL 50 (Frgm. 42), 
an account in the third person mentioning [rrite, 
may or may not belong to our composition. No. 
16 (Frgm. 43) would belong to the last years of 
Suppiluliuma if the restoration /&-hu-pli-it|-ta 
were correct (the space seems rather large!); for we 
know from a later text that he fought there toward 
the end of his life’ But ef. our No. 8, col. iii, 
which we have placed as Frgm. 23 between the 
“Second and Third” and the ‘Seventh’ Tablets 
on the basis of the mention of Armatana, but 
where the signs |... |(-pé)-7t-la in lines 5 and 7 
might be the end of the name IShupitta (if not of 
some other, unknown name; cf. Frgm. 38, 21). 


Isolated and Doubtful Fragments 


Frgm. 44. = BoTU 36 mentions the ‘grand- 
father”. Its lines 5-8 are similar to No. 3 ii 
31 off. (Frgm. 14, Thl. but cannot be 
placed there as duplicate. , 

Frgm. 45 = XXXIV 29 mentions the “father” 
and has the colophon of the Deeds of Suppilu- 
liuma with broken tablet number; its place in the 
composition cannot be determined. 

Frgm. 46 = No. 17 and Frgm. 47 = XXXI 11 
both mention the ‘father’? but cannot be placed. 

Frqgm. 48 = KBo VII 16 was considered by 
Otten as possibly part of our text mainly because 
of the phrase pangarit BA.BAD. 

Frgm. 49 = 137/n, communicated by Otten 
from the 1955 tablets, mentions the ‘father’ 
and a town Wazziva not known from the other 
parts of our text. 

Forrer includes four more fragments only be- 
cause they are “ruled” like the obverse of BoTU 

20. NIN 97 28 (text of Hattusili); [Shupitta was also 
one of the first countries MurSili had to fight (AW p 
IS, NIX 29 iv 12; p. 24, KBo III 41 43, ete.). 


37. None of them mentions the “father”. They 
are: 

BoTU 38 = KUB VIII 46; 

BoTU 39 = NXVI 73, in which the mention 
of Arzawa may be another link with BoTU 37, so 
that the fragment may belong somewhere in its 
neighborhood ; 

BoTU 40 = XNXI 6, whose extremely long 
lines do not favor attribution to our series (one- 
column tablet?) ; 

BoTU 47 = XXXIS8: if the ‘ruled” lines prove 
to be decisive for attributing the fragment to our 
composition, and if line 8 does refer to Mur- 
Sili’s own accession, this fragment would belong 
to the very end of his work about the deeds of his 
father; however, such a conclusion is quite un- 
certain. 

Since none of these four fragments can be at- 
tributed to our text with certainty, and since 
they are too small to contribute anything to the 
history of Suppiluliuma, we do not include them 
here but simply refer to the transliterations in 
BoTU. 

Finally, we have to mention two fragments 
(BoTU 45 and 97/c) which Otten would like to 
inelude in our text.’ One of them was published 
by Forrer together with the Suppiluliuma texts; 
but since it contains the name NIR.GAL (Muwa- 
talli), Forrer himself his ‘*Bemerkungen”’ 
(BoTU IL pp. 31* and 34*) e¢oncluded that it was 
rather part of a later work, most probably written 
by Tudbaliyva IV and referring to Hattusili II 
as ‘my father’. Goetze adopted the same 
view when publishing the text in cuneiform in 
KUB XXI as No. 10.) Now Otten has shown 
that there existed a Muwatalli, member of the 
royal family, already at the time of or in the 
generation of Suppiluliuma. This ‘older’ Mu- 
watalli is mentioned in the texts dealing with 
Himuili and Kantuzili (XXXIV 40, 10) and 
XXXVI 117, 15)*! and most probably also in the 
offering list BoTU 24 ii 10." If, then, there was 

30. KUB XXXVI p. V n. 7. 

31. For this group of texts, see Otten, KUB XNNXVI 
p. IV ad Nos, 113-117. - 

32. This is List E in MDOG 83, 68. The NIR.GAL 
of (BoTU 25 +) NXNXAVI 122 rev. 15 (List C, ibid. p. 66 
and phot. on p. 71), however, is rather the great king 
Muwatalli heeause of the position after Suppiluliuma 
and MurSili, also because this list seems to reserve large 
offerings (ox and sheep) to great kings. 
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a Muwatalli at the time of Suppiluliuma, BoTU 
15 with its reference to “my father” can very well 
he part of Mursili’s work on Suppiluliuma. 
Since we learn from XXXIV 40, 9 f., that the 
“older” Muwatalli was killed by Uimuili [and] 
Kan{tuzzili], the fragment might best be placed 
in our First Tablet where WKantuzzili is men- 
tioned twice. One feature in which BoTU 45 
differs from our text is in the enumeration of the 
gods who “marched in’ front of father’: 
BoTU 45 must have mentioned more gods be- 
tween the Storm God of the Army (16) and [star 
of the Battlefield (17), and it also adds Zababa 
after the latter. One might argue that the fuller 
list was given here because this was the first time 
that the phrase occurs in our composition; but 
my feeling is that this explanation is somewhat 
artificial and that, owing to this difference, we 
should be cautious of giving up Forrer’s and 
Goetze’s view too easily (cf. below, n. 33). Never- 
theless, since Otten’s attribution of the fragment 
to our text still remains possible, we include it 
here as Fragment 50. 

The other text adduced by Otten in this con- 
nection (see n. 30), 97/¢, was made available to 
me in photograph by him in 1954. It mentions 
NIR.GAL in line 20 (Otten’s 19) and also speaks 
of “my father’. This latter term, however, is 
not spelled A-BU-/A here as in our text, but 
rather A.A.MU (line 12), an orthographic feature 
which very definitely sets this fragment apart. 
In addition, the text uses the first person singular 
(lines [3], 14 f.) in passages which show no visible 
sign of being quoted speech. — 1 wonder whether 
even if NIR.GAL is the “older” Muwatalli— the 
fragment could not be part of a different com- 
position by Mursili (a prayer, for example) rather 
than of the Deeds of Suppiluliuma. Neverthe- 
less, since it has been mentioned by Otten and 
put at my disposal by him, it is presented here in 
full (No. 18, Frgm. 57) so that others may form 
their own opinion. 


There might be other small historical fragments 
that belong to our work but that have not been 
identified for lack of characteristic phrases. 
This holds true, of course, for unpublished texts, 
of which, as stated at the outset, only those could 
be included here that Otten recognized be- 
longing to the Deeds of Suppiluliuma. 


Places of Discovery of the Tablets 


As is well known, tablets were found at Bo- 
gazkov in three major “archives”: by Winckler 
and Makridi in and near a building on the west 
side of Biviikkale (Bittel’s Building E), in 1906; 
by the same two excavators, in 1907, in one of the 
storerooms of Temple I; and by Bittel, since 
1931, in the “Archive”, Building A, in the south- 
east corner of Biiyiikkale. In addition, there are 
smaller lots of tablets, for instance in the ‘House 
on the Slope” above Temple IT and in Building D 
of Biiviikkale. Finally there are stray finds. 

Virtually all of the Suppiluliuma texts from 
Bittel’s excayations come from Archive A. The 
few stray tablets listed below (list) of ‘New 
Tablets” at the end of this article) were found not 
too far from Building A and include fragments of 
tablets actually found in that building. They 
can therefore be regarded as ultimately coming 
from the same archive. Bittel’s excavations in 
Building E, Temple I, and the ‘‘House on the 
Slope” did not produce any Suppiluliuma texts, 
so we have no clue to determine in which of these 
places Makridi found the “old” fragments of our 
text. 


38. NIN 21, tentatively attributed to our work by 
Gétze in the Foreword, does not belong here because 
collation showed that line 9 reads A-VA ‘DINGIR. 
MES.IR-ma-an-wa and this name of MurSili’s daughter 
shows that the text must be later. This, incidentally, 
has some bearing on the question, discussed above, as to 
whether BoTU 45 is a late text or not, beeause it shows 
that there existed late ABU YA texts. 
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(GUTERBOCK: THE DEEDS OF SUPPILULIUMA (/—2) 


First 


A = BoTU 31 = 


B = XIX 12 = Bo 626 

C = BoTU 32 = XIV 22 = 
D = XXXII 33 = Bo 8740 
E = XXXI 34 = Bo 8026 
F = XXIII 2 = Bo 7797 


Transliteration 
Fragment 1) F col. i (beginning of tablet; un- 
certain whether belonging here, see p. 43.) 


Fil (UM-MA PUTU-SI "Mu-w-si-li LUGAL 


GAL] 
2 [LUGAL KUR ©®"Ha-at-i 
3 (DUMU LUGAL 


KUR UL RSAG] 

([DUMU.DUMU-SU SA "Du-ut-ha-li-ia 
LIUGAL KUR UR. SAG 

5 |ma-ah-ha-an ™Du-ut-ha-li-ia-as| 

A-BI A-BI-IA |... 

|x-x-an ar-hla . 

broken (other columns lost) 

B col.i (beginning of tablet; col. and ii see 


ments 4 and 8) 
Bil {. | 
DUMU.DUMU-SU SA 
”Du-ut-ha-lji-ia(?) 
broken 
Fragment 2 A col.i Beginning of col. broken 
|x 
DINGJIR-LIM ™Te-li-pi-nu 
fHa-ra-ap-si-ti-en 
.| an-da-an 
.|-at 
10’ 
11’ _|x 
|x-an 
13’ 
14’ (=XIV 23, 1’). ....J-an 
16’ | |x ha Ix x| 
7’ | | KUR x| |x- 


.| 


Tablet 
Bo 2984 + 3414 (Bo 3414 only = 


XIV 23) 


Bo 799 


Translation 
Fragment 1) Foi (uncertain whether belonging 
here) 

(1) [Thus speaks My Sun Mursili, the Great 
King, king of Hatti, the hlefro, son of Suppilu- 
liuma, king} of Hatti, the helro, grandson of 
Tudhaliva,| king of Hat|ti, the hero]: 

(5) [When Tudhaliva(?)], my grandfather, [ 


| away | (broken) 


Bi (If belonging here, duplicate to F i without 
title after |Tudhalfiva.) 


Fragment 2) Ai (beginning broken) 

(2) | Paral-.......] 

..J-ilit, Telipinu, (4) [........ 
(and?) (the woman)’ Harapsite (accus.)* 


(5) | .| into |...] (6-10 fragmentary) 
(11) | made (12-16 
fragmentary) (17) |...| the land of Hayasa 


a) HarapSite is similar to the names HarapSeki and 
UarapSili which appear as names of queens of the Old 
Kingdom (with some confusion, ef. Otten, MDOG 76, 
17, and Goetze, BASOR 122, 22). 
of these, the whole passage might be taken as referring 
to the Old Kingdom ({HantJili, Telipinu; for ”Pa-ra 
x|...] ef. ParaiunaS BoTU 17 A obv.(!) 37). But the 
names may Just as well belong to persons contemporary 
with Suppiluliuma: Telipinu may be his well-known 
jili either [Kantuzzjili (ef. Frgm. 3, 11) or 
[Mursjili; HarapSite would then be different from the 
old queens. 


If Harapsite were one 


son, | 


like ‘(the 
, ete., are renderings of the determi 
natives of cuneiform script. 


b) Explanatory 
“(the town of)” 


parentheses woman )”’, 
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IS’ [A-NA(?) “Dul-ut-ha-li-ia A-BI A|-BI-1A 
(-)|na-al x| | 
19’ |" hu-x| Ix 
20 
2t-li DUMU(?) 
| \x-la na-al EGIR-pa x{ 


22’ | Ix-nu-ul nam-ma-az 

Ix vi-it-ma-al PA-N] | 

24’ | nja-al EGIR-pa | 
broken 


Fragment 3) © (taken as col. i, against BoTU, 
seep. 45). Beginning broken 
3’ EGIR-an x{ 
1’ nam-ma-pdl x| 
6! hu-ul-li-ia-at EREM.M{[ES? 
7’ EGIR-an-da-ma-as nam-ma xf. 
8’ pa-it nu Ap-zi-ia-an| 
nu SA a-as-Sul-us-se-el QA-DU 
NAM.RA.MES|* 


‘ 


10’ GUD. MES UDU.MES KUR pé-e har|-ta 


"Ndn-tu-uz-2i-DINGIR-LIM nam{-ma ... 

12’ Inu] EREM.MES KER pa-an-qga-r|i-il 
BA.BAD] 

13’ (NAM.RJA(?). MES-ma-as-si-kdn kat|-ta-an 


14’ | Ar-zi[-ta 


broken (other columns lost) 


Fragment 4) B col. it (beginning of column) 
Biil nu nam-ma C-UL tu-hu-si-ija-it 
2 na-as EGIR-pa 
3 nu A-NA "Tu-ut-tu ku-i|s 
nu-kdn "Tu-ul-tu-us ku-it | 


5 nu ©®©Sal-la-pa-an 1Z1-az al- 

A-BI A-BI-TA URU-an lu-ulh-hi-it 
7 nu-us-8¢ URU-as ku-it SA x| 

S he-e-ez-za-ma-al-s7 Sal-li | 

9 nu-kdn A-NA A-BI A-BI-TA |. 

|- 

Tu-ult-tu- 

12 |nu-hldn A-BI A-BI-ITA A-NA | 

13 |pa-rja-a na-a-i na-an-kdn | 


14 | jx | 


| to(?) Tludbaliva, grand- 
flather Tudbjaliva himself | 
| 


(20) But lafter|wards, at the time of Kantu{zzili, 


the son(?) of] Tudhalilva], | J-ed it, and 
again | |-ed it. Then | 


|. But it) hap- 
| at the time of | 
An|d it again | (broken) 


pened that it | 


Fragment 3) C (i) (beginning broken ) 
(3) after | 
again | | Kantuzzilli 

| smote. The troops. | 

.| (7) But afterwards he 

.| and (the 
|, and the 
goods of Arziya [with the inhabitants|, cattle and 


went again | 
town of) Arziva (accus.) [he 


sheep the enemy kept. | .| Kan- 
tuzzili again |. . |, [and] the enemy troops 


[died] in multitude. 
(13) But the [inhabitants | 
lajnd of Arziya . 


| wi[th] him, 
(broken) 


Fragment 4) Bil: 
(1) Then finally [he] waitled| no longer | 


}, and he went back | . |. 
And {the |} who to Tuttu | alt 
because Tuttu used to neglect [the |, my 


grandfather -ed,| (5) and (the town of) 
Sallapa with fire he burned. When] my 
grandfather se|t fire] to the town, [...?] because 
the town belonged(?) to his | | and 
therefore it | | great to him, to my grand- 
father | | (10) to extinguish (he) 


cfame, and the fire(?)| he extinguished.  |But} 


Tulttu |. Then my grandfather |said| 
to | send forth!” And {he 


sent! him [forth, servants 


1 NUMUN or nex in BoTU; less in KUB 

2. Thus KUB; 

3. Restored after Fram 15, 20 (No. 3 iv 20 with 
BolU 37 1 15 

1. Collation 

5. Rather than e, collation. 


br 


bri 


| 
bre 

Fr 
A 

| 
Fr 
| 
: 


GUTERBOCK: THE DEEDS OF SUPPILULIUMA (2-8) 61 


15 | _|x ku-tt Sa-x|. 
16 | Ix-7a x|.. 
broken 


Fragment 5) VD (col. cannot be determined; for 
placing see p. 43). Beginning broken 

Ix x| 

URJU(?2)-as tu-ulz-zi-(?) 
.|x-pa ™Ta-pa\l(?)-. 

e-Sir(?)| 


Ta-x| 

A-NA "Tu-ut-tu x| 

A-NJA  /Tieut-tu LIC. 
MES e-Sir(?)] 

kat-ti-a]8-8 

ry 


broken (other columns lost ) 


Fragment 6) E col. ii (col. i not placed). Begin- 
ning broken 

E ii nu-za DINGIR.MES [. 

nu-za A-NA WI.AKA{L.BAD 

nu-us-Si-Sa-an hu-el(-). 

na-a-x{ 

5) pa-ra-a |. . 

na-as A-NA ™Tu-ul-tu x{. 

7’ (traces) 

broken (rev. lost) 


» 


Fragment 7) A col. Gin BoTU only).  Begin- 
ning broken 
Ai illegible traces 
8’ a-hku-wa|-. 
vi-wal-. 
10’ nw xf. 
11’ nul(-). 
broken 


Fragment 8) B col. ii (end of col.). Beginning 
broken 
B iii 1’ | 
I Ix-x u-né KOR. 
A-BI A-BI-TA IS-T|U 
|wa-alh-nu-ut na-as A | 
5’ |na|-aS GIM-an I-NA BER SIAG 
[nul-hdn I-NA BER SAG Nal-an-ni 


7 pa-ra|-a 


| | what /because |. 
(broken) 


Fragment 5) D (beginning broken) 


2) | tolwn ar{my | 
or: one tea{m of horses ?) | 
with |Puttlu [were] eight men, | 
them |in(?)] (the town of) Tal- 
Tuttu | eae 
wit}h him fin(?)] (the town 
of) Hatamif-...... with} |were| 
eight mien wit}h him |[in(?)] (the town of) 


Dul- |... (broken) 


Fragment 6) E it (beginning broken) 
(1) And the gods [...... 
And to the armly ............ ...|. And [the 


whack to Bim 
armies -| (5) armies forward 
| And he | | to Tuttu 
| (broken) 


Fragment 7) 
(Too little preserved for translation ) 


Fragment 8) Bint (beginning broken) 
.| the aforesaid enfemy 
|. 

(3) [And] my grandfather from | 
tujrned, and he [went] into |.. 
And when he [came] to Mount [Nanni], on Mount 
Na{nni But my father 


6. Or: 1 TA-PA(L ANSU.KUR.RA.MES | after 
Frqm. 23, 13 (No. 8 iii 13); ef. From. 47 WD 6, 
and Alalakh Tablets No. 330 (JCS VITE 26) 

7. Restored after line 8. 

S. Of col. i, ends of two lines preserved: 1’ | eu 


is-ki, 4" | c|-ep-la. 
9. Restored after lines 6 and 11. 


gh 
| 
| 
= 
| 
) 
\ 
hel 
| 
e 
Ss 
h 
. 
4 
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(nu-klén EREM.MES ZU-TE-E 


x 


|nu-zla ku-is wa-al-ha-an\- 
10’ |wa-all-ah-ta nu NAM.RA.MES | 


J-NA SAG Na@-an-ni me-n{a-ah-ha-an-da 


12’ ma-a-an-za A-BI A-BI-I1A-ma | 
13 fa-ni-nu-um-ma-an-2i 

DUMU "Z7-it-ta-ra Hal- 

15’ "Hal-pa-mu-u-wa-as-wa-kdn | 


16’ KUR-e an-da e-es-ta nu'®| 


end of column 
Column iv lost in all copies 


forth, and the troops of the tribes® to | 

And| who |went(?) to] attack he 
attjacked [him], and the population | | on 
Mount) Nanni agai[nst |. (12) But 


when my grandfather undertook to reestablish 
[the country of , PN], the son of Zittara, 
{told him in] (the town of) Hal- |: **Halpa- 
muwa, Who was | _|in the country, | 
(end of column; continuation of text lost ) 


Second and Third Tablets 


BoTU 35 XXVI 84 
B No. | B 

No, 2 KBo VIII 29 

1) BoTU 34 (Bo 2059 + 2467 + GAST + 
1D) BorU 35 = ALEX 10 = VAT 7443 


Bo 2726 


No. 3 266/a (XXXIV 27) + 627 b + 301 /c¢ 


6610) + Bo 6456 


XIX 11 


C + 426/e + 1445/e + 1472/e + 1482/e + 


1694 /c¢ (last four = XXXIV 26) + 1790/e¢ (XXXIV 35) 4+ 133 m (KBo VIIT 31) (+) 1685/e 


(XXXIV 28) + 175/e 
(; BoTU 37 ALX 18 = Bo 2338 


Fragment 9) Beoloi. Beginning broken 


Bil’ INU GAL 
2’ Ix 
_-jul (or UL) 
(or LIM) 
_|x-us 
(5 IMES (or x-e8) 
8’ 
|x-pu-v 
10’ -PJUR(?) 
broken 


Fragment 10) D colo i. Beginning broken! 
Dil’ x-x| 

2’ ma-ah-ha-a|n-m|ja A-BU-IA i-ija- 

KUR U-ULP 

10. Over erasure 

1. Ca. 21 lines missing according to Forrer. This 
number would inelude the lines preserved in Fram. 9. 


2. Restorations of lines 3-5 from context 


Fragment 9) Bi 
(Too little preserved for translation ) 


Fragment 10) 11 (beginning broken) 
rched forward], he 


(2) But when my father ma 
not} meet the Hayasaean enemy |the 


¢) The sufi in our text cannot be Bedouins or Syrian 
nomads as elsewhere (Mari, ARM XV; Alalakh, [drimi 
15; Amarna, FA pp. 1038 f., 1580; Assvrian inscriptions, 
Luckenbill, Ane. Ree. § 73 |Adadnirari I], p. 489 
|Sargon and later!). The GaSgaeans are EREM.MES 
(Fram. 10, 6, ete.), and are counted (12 
SU-T1, Fram. 14, 16, ete.). MurSili, while campaigning 
in the Gasga region, sends forth EREM.MES Sl 
TILA (AM p. 174, XEN 37 iii 27) who are contrasted 
to the Hittites (ibd. 30). The term must have a wider 
meaning than ‘Bedouins’’, something like ‘tribe’’ ot 
“tribal group’? in general. Spellings: ZU-TE-E, 
SU-TE, SU-TE-I.. SU TE.MES (for 


references see the list of names). 


4 
| 
en 
Pry r 
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vi-e-mi-ia-zi nu A-BU-ITA A-NA KER 
EGIR-an-da| 

i-ia-at-ta-at| na-an-Sa-an) nam-ma_ U-U|L 

6 nw pa-a-an-ku-un 
EREM.MES SU-71 I-NA |SA.KUR-T7| 

7 IK-SU-UD DINGIR.MES  kat- 
ta-an ti-i-e-er [PUTU TE L-na] 

PU ERE a-at-ti PU KIL.KAL.BAD PISTAR 
LIL nu KER| 

pa-an-ga-ri-it’ BA.BAD 
an-na me|-ek-hki-in IS-BAT 

10’ na-an EGIR-pa I-NA ©®©Se-mu-ha ti-wa- 
te|-et| 

11’ nam-ma-kdn A{-BU-1A— ©®©Sa-mu-ha|-az 
ar-ha pa-it nul | 

12’ keu-it KERI-S|U(2) har-ga-an 
e-c8-la nu pla-an-hu-us(?)| 

13" SA ESKER a-pi-ia ar-ta-at [. |x| Ix| 


MESSTPALUDU-ia-an-da wa-ar-r|i-. 
15’ Se-e-na-ah-ha da-is nu 
16’ nu NA-RA-A-RU ku-ws [. 

7’ EREM.M[E|S Ga-as-ga-as EREM. 
MES N[A-RA-RI-ia pa-an-ga-ri-it’ BA. 
BAD| 

[EE MESISU DIB-an-ma ku-i[n 

20’ 21" traces only 
22’—36' lost 

nul. 

39° 40" traces only 

nul. 

$2’ J-N[A 

URI 

nu mia-ah-ha-an(?) 

15’ 46 traces only 


end of column 


Fragment 11) A eol. ii B col. and later 
Text first after B; beginning of col. broken in B 

Bii 

2’ pa-id-du-x| 

a-pi-ia®-wa hu-x|. 

heu-it a-ki® nu-wa-r|(a-an-kan) 

ku-e-ni UM-MA A-B[U-1(A A-NA A-BI 

A-BI-IA)| 

e-da-ni-wa A-NA |IKASIKA(L(?) EN-/A 


am-mu-uk u-t-1a)| 


country of So my father went 
latter the Hayasaean| enemy, but again he did not 
Imeet| him. (But) the GasSgaean enemy, all of 
their tribal troops, he met in [the country}. And 
the gods stood by him: [the Sun Goddess of 
Arinna|, the Storm God of Hatti, the Storm God 
of the Army, and IStar of the Battlefield, (so that) 
the enfemy| died in multitude. He also [took] 
malny| prisoners and brought them back to 
Samuha. 


(11) Again [my] went forth from 
‘Samuba|. And fin the country(?)| which had 
been laid waste by i[ts| enemy, there stood alll] 
of the enemies. —|[(Hven) the and the shep- 
herds {had come to] help. |My father] set a trap 
lfor them] and [smote] the Gal|Sgaeans]. The 
helpers who had come, {those he smote, too], (so 


that) the Gasggaean troops and the aulxiliary] 
troops {died multitude]. But) the captives 
whom took were countless(?)|. 


(19) [Of(?)| the Upper Country |. 
(20-46: too little preserved for translation) 


Fragment 11) Bitand C (beginning broken) 


(B 2) let him go! [....... | 
There . .| _.| because | does not(?)} die, 
kill him | {!”— "Thus (spoke) my father to 


my grandfather: “Oh my lord! Send me on that 


3. Here begins Bo 6456, the fragment published only 
in KUB XTX 11. 

$4. About middle of tablet (Forrer). 

5. Rather so than A-BI-TA. 

6. Here begins A ii 1 (beginning of col.). Forrer’s 
free restoration | of the one preserved vertical 
(NNVIS4 ii 1) must be given up 


: 
fo 
it 
\- 
4 
ag 
4 
us 
4 
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7’ nu-wa ku-it SA DINGIR.MES 
e-08-Sa-an-21) 
8’ nu-kdén A-BI A-BI-I[|A A(-BU-1A 
mu-ha-az)| 
pa-ra-a na-is>-la |na-as-hkdn ma-ah-ha-an(?)| 
10’ J-NA (IKUR)® a-ar-as) 
| 
keu-it ES-TU ar-ha wa-ar-nu-wa- 
an-za) ¢-cS-ta| 
12’ nu-hdn A-BU-I|CA hu-un-zi ar-ha)| 
13! 18-hu-u-wa-u-wla-an da-a(-78 na-an-kdn ar- 
ha)| 
14’ 
(e-cp-pir)|"! 
Ai tl me-mi-ia(-a)|n v-te-er 
12 a-as(-ha-ni)|-ia 
URUGa-as-ga-an ti-wa-le-el 
13 Wa-as-ha- 
ni-ia 
(SA E.GAL U.R)AQ)® NAMI. 
RA. MES GUD.ULA 
15 (BUR 
81-78 
16 (-ri-va-an-na)- x 
al-tu-sa-za 
17 (pé-e h)ar- niu Ga- 
aS-ga-an 
IS (x) n|u-wa ta-x-x| 
19 
broken; large gap 
Fragment 12) A col. ii (end of column). ~Begin- 
ning broken! 
A iii |x 
Ix-78 
A-NJA A-BU-TA 
URU 
or 10’ blank 
11’ |ma-ah-ha-an-ma A-BU(?)|-1A" EGIR- 
pa I-NA ©® KU BABAR- 
12’ me-mi-a|n ti-te-er 
Unt (Gra-as-ga-as-wa 
wa-al|-hu-u-wa-an-zt pa-it 
end of column 
7. Dividing line on A only 8S. A 5: ¢& 
9 KUR in A 6 only 10. AY omits « 
Il. Dividing line in only B has traces of two 


lcampailgn! Then, what is in my [heart], the gods 
will full fill!” 

(8) So my grandfather sent forth my father 
|And when he (my father)} ar- 
rived in the land of Hatti, since [the /wnz7(?) had 
been} burned down by the enemy, my father 
And they cast it 


from Samuha. 


began to cast away the hunz7. 
away fjand] took | 
(All) |And to my father grandfather! they 
Iwolrd: [* | brought the Gas- 
town of) {[Was]haniva. 
| deportees, 


brought 
(ace.) to (the 

| WaShaniva | 
cattle and sheep of the 
Mount S!Si(?) 
from Hattusa | 


gaeans 
» palace | | 
(nom.) | | 

| keplt]. And the Gas- 
(18 tf. broken) 


Pirwa 
gaeans (ace.) | 


Fragment 1.2) A ii (beginning broken) 

(1) (2) | | behind | tlo my 
father | (the town of) Ne(?)|nistankuwa 
| | | | he 
| l-ed him. (blank) 

(11) [But when my father grandfather came! 
back to Hatti, they brought {him world: ‘The 
CGaSgaean enemy set out to attack | 


(end of column, continuation of text lost ) 


a) LT cannot determine the meaning of Awnz?- (with 
SIG “wool” X85, 2;87,3), kunzita (plur., besite Sittarra, 


X 28119 // XI 21 avi 10, ZA 46, 23), EZEN kunzi (HW), 
kunza- (with SIG ‘wool’, XI 20715 25 ili 2) and of 


the derivatives kunzagassi- (Pap. iii 6; 13; 27), kunzalah 
(Bo 2437 1 21: ku-un-za-la-hi-ila_ 
(Bildb. 3 ii 8). The Hurrian origin may 
account for the endingless form here in spite of the gen 


el-d{i-ia}), and 
hunziyala 
Beeause of this gen Jer, 


comm. (nankan, our line 13) 


hkunzi may be restored in line 10 as subject: of arha 
warnuwanza. 


b) Hardly ‘told’’, ef. n. 12 to transliteration. 


like [... |-ak| Text 
hereafter according to A, with duplieate C whose line 1 


more lines illegible, 16’ 
corresponds to A ii 11. 

12. Combination of C and A uncertain. C 4 has U 
followed by what may be the beginning of RA (U,;.RA 
for U;.RA ??); certainly not the NAM.RA expected in 
AWA. 


the proposed reading at least gives a plausible name. 


Combination of C 5 and A 15 also uncertain, but 


13. Somewhere here F ii falls, of which only the fol 
lowing ends of lines are preserved on the right edge 
(No. 3): 1’ erasure, 4’ (about middle of tablet) | fa, 
9’(?) | A-BI(?)! A-BI-IA. 

14. Numbering of last three lines differs in BoTU and 
KUB; we have adopted the numbers of BoTU. 

15. Or: |GIM-an-ma A-BI A-BI)\-TA, restoration free 
Cf. above, p. 43 


Bre 
1) 
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Fragment 13) col. iv (whole column E col, 
i (new tablet in E; beginning of column in E 
broken) 

iv e-nt-es-Sa-an 78-d\a-ma-as-ta 

2 kat-ta-an IS-BAT | } 

nu pa-it A-NA PA-NT x| 

Se-e-na-ah-ha da-is nu x{. 

5 a-ar-as-hi-it na-an-kdn |. 

69 EREM.MES SU-TI.ULA  ta-ru-up- 
pil-ir . 

7 pé-e har-ta na-at-si-hdn |. 

8 nu-za_ ku-is-ka a-pé-el [URU-SU 
ar-ha pa-it(?)|'® 
 ma-ab-ha-an-ma-kdn A-BU-IA pa-an-x| . 
10 KOR 
ta-al-la-al| 
hat-tla d(a-a-ir)|"" 
12 KUR-e-ma IS-TU 
[dan-n(a-at-ta-ah-ha-an)| 
13. e-es-la nu-kdn am-me-el 
dan-n(a-al-t2)| 
14 URU-ri EFGIR-an AN.ZAKAR 
ntu-hkdn'™ a(n-tu-uh-Sa-tar ) | 
15 [(k)Ju-in-na a-pé-el  URU®-SU 
EGIR-pa | (pé-e-hu-te-ct) | 
16 [nju-za URULAS. 
AS.HI.A2° E[(GIR-pa e-ep-pir) |! 
7 |alm-me-el-ma A-BI A-BI-1A ha-ad-du-li-is- 
fa nam-ma 
8 na-as IS-TU KUR kat-ta 
nu” KUR Ma-a-sa-as 
9 ku-it EREM.MES KUR 
KUR 
1O KUR GU 
nu A-BI A-BI-I\A| 
a-pé-e-da-a& 7-ia-at- 
la-at 
12 A-BU-IA-ia A-NA A-BI A-BI-1A la-ah-hi 
GAM-an-pdt 
nu A-NA A-BI A-BI-IA® DINGIR.MES 
pi-ra-an hu-u-i-c-er 
pa-it (A-NA)* KUR MWa-a-as-sa 
Kam-ma®-la-ia har-ni-il|-ta| 
15 nu ku-it-ma-an A-BI A-BI-IA I-NA KUR 
PRU Kam-ma-al-la |e-es-ta} 
A-BU-1I A (-ia)*®-a8-87 kat-ta-an e-cs-ta EGIR- 


az-ma-za ©“KUR 


17 da-a-an nam-ma 


Sa-ra-a da-a-as 


Fragment 13) D iv Ei 

(end of D iii) [When my father] (iv 1) heard 
this, he concerned himself [with.... . |. 

(3) He set out to lay a trap in front of {. 
And the enemy who(?)| had arrived Jat .....|, he 
lslew(?)| him. |The GaSgaeans(?)| assembled 
nine tribal groups. {The ©... which .| kept, 
he |...-ed| to him (? or: [took away] from him?), 


(8) And everyone |went away] to his own [town]. 
But when my father [arrived with (his)| for[cel, 
the Gasgaean enemy was afraid, and in conse- 
quence they put the weapons down.* 

(12) But si{nee] my father had built fortifiea- 
tions behind the empty towns of the whole country 
Which had heen emptied by the enemy, he 
brought the population back, everyone to his own 
town, and they occupied the towns of the popu- 
lation again (var.: the population occupied their 
towns again). 

(fk 7) But my grandfather once more became 
well and came down from the Upper Country. 
And since the troops of the lands of Masa and 
Kammala kept attacking the land of the Hulana® 
river and the land of KasSiva, my grandfather 
went to attack them. And my father went with 
my grandfather on the campaign. (13) The gods 
helped my grandfather, (so that) he went (and) 
destroved the land of Massa and Kammala. 
While my grandfather [was| in the land of Kam- 
malla, my father was also with him. But in the 
rear the Gasgaean enemy took the weapons up 

¢) dair “they put” according to ‘context, especially 
in contrast to oi 17 below; ef. now Kammenhuber, 
MIO III 35. 

d) For this reading see Laroche, ArOr XVIELE 2, 13 

16. For the free restoration cf. line 15. 

17. Here begins E (BoTU 35), which has no dividing 
line, 

I7a. hese restorations seem preferable to Forrer’s 
because they vield an easier construction. 

18. 5: URU-LI(M)-SU. 

19. 6: an-lu-uh-Sa-an-na-an-za. 

2). 6: URULHLA-SUNU, 

21. No dividing line in I. Lacuna in D, text ae 
cording to 

22. Over erasure. 

23. D again available; text still after E. 

24. A-NA (in probably seribal error. In D broken, 
but text correctly restored without it by Forrer. 

25. 1) 23 adds a. 

26. Erroneously omitted in D 25 correetly [A-BU 
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IS [(n)lu-hdn A-BU-IA  ku-e-da-as  A-NA 
(a-as EGIR- 
an)| 


19 JAIN. ZAKAR ii-e-te-et na-as ©" da-a- 


28 


an nam-ma har-ni|(-ih)-ta 
1) iv 29 ma-ah-ha-an-ma® A-BI A-BI-1A 1S-TU 
KUR EGI)R-pa i-it| 


URU@a-az-za"- 


31 a-as-Su-wa-az-ma-al 
KU)|. BABAR® 

328 O-NU-UT UDAKA.BAR-ia  hu-u-ma- 
an-da-az-zi-ija EREM.MES|. 
qla-as(?)| 

33 pid-da-a-ir nu A-BI-1A a-pé-e- 
da-as |A-N A URJULAS.AS. 

wa-al-hu-wa-an-zi pa-it |nu| A-NA 
DINGIR.MES pi-ra-an 

Kat-ha-ri-ija-an| 


30 nu KUR® Kat-ha-ri-ia-as 
pa-as-sa hu-i|(-e-¢8) 


530 hu-u-t-c-er nu 
har-ni-ik|-ta| 

36 na-as ar-ha wa-ar-nu-ut A-NA “®"|Kat- 
ha|ri-ija-tja 

37 EREM.MES —hu-u-ma- 
an-za wa-alr-r|t pla|-an-za®® ¢-eS-la 

38 nw A-NA A-BI A-BI-IA DINGIR.MES 
pi-ra-an |hu-u-i-e-e|lr nu EREM.MES 
VRUGa-as-gla-an| 

39 hu-ul-li-it nu EREM.MES ©®"Ga-as-ga- 
as x| pla-an-ga-ri-it BA. BAD 

10 ma-ah-ha-an-ma A-BI-1A_ a-pé-ez 
EGIR{-pa 

ka\t-la-an-pdt  e|-es- 


12 nu ma-ah-ha-an 1-NA 
KUR a|-ar|-as(?)| 
nu-us-8i LUGAL KUR 


URC | 


[SA-PAJL(2) Kum-ma-ha za-ah-hi-ila 


broken® 
Columns and iii of lost; in col. iv only colophon 
preserved 


Colophon of FE 
Biv x U-UL QA-TI 
2’ S[A| "Su-u-up-pi-lu-li-u-ma 
GAL.LUGAL (sie!) URSAG LU-na-an- 
na-as 


Several lines erased 


again; and the enemy again destroyed the empty 
towns behind which my father had built fortifica- 
tions. 

(D 29) And when my grandfather [came] back 
from the country of Massa — the countries of 
Kathariva and Gazzapa which kept destroying 
|towns(?)| (as) the Gasgaean [troops] carried away 
their goods, silver, gold, bronze utensils and every- 
thing’ — my grandfather went to those towns in 
order to attack (the troops of WKathariya and 
CGazzapa). |Then| the gods helped my grand- 
father, (so that) he destroyed (the towns. of) 
Kathariva and Gazzapa and burned them down. 
And all the Gasgaean troops who had come to 
help) Kathariva 
father, (so that) he smote (those) Gasgaean troops, 


the gods helped my grand- 
and the Gasgaean troops | | died in multitude. 

(40) But when my grandfather came back from 
there, he went to the country of Hayasa. And 
my father was still with him. And when my 
grandfather arrived in the country of Ha 


vasa, 
there Karanni (? or: Lanni?), king of 
Havasa, to (meet him in) battle below (the town 
of) Kummaha. | (broken) 
Colophon of E 

Third (tablet), (text) not complete, of the 
Deeds of Suppiluliuma, the great king, the hero. 
(erasure ) 


e) Lit.: carried them (the towns) away, along with 
the goods, ete. 


27. D 27: ta-an-. 

28. Dividing line in D only; text hereafter according 
to D again. 29. 19: [GI]M-an-ma. 

30. I. 21 adds URU. 31. E21 omits 2a. 

32. Forrer restores (URU)[.AS.AS.HEA], taking the 
trace in Bo 6610 as URU; ef. NIN 11 iv 30 at right; not 
collated. 33. 1. broken. 

34. Middle of tablet in 1D. 

35. The restoration is Forrer’s. 

36. Space too small for the required second 7a; 
perhaps erroneously omitted, ef. n. 26. 

37. kar is Forrer’s reading. In KUB given as dam 
aged; could be la-a ("La-a-an-ni-7s). 

3S. Nr. 14 (Frgm. 40) may belong here; see above, 
p. 49. 

39. For these signs cf. the different renderings in 
BoTU and KUB and Forrer’s remarks BoTU II p. 32°. 
A photograph of VAT 7443 shows even more than BoTU 
the heads of four verticals before KAM, and more 
traces farther left. We have taken the last three ver 
ticals as figure “3°? and the first vertical as part of the 
first sign ‘‘x’’, which does not resemble the expected 


DUB at all 


Fra 


F ii 
‘ 
4 


Fragme 
Fin 


~ 


10’ 


~ 


is 


18’ 


20)’ 


21’ 


. 
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nt 14) F col. in. 
| 


Beginning 
| (a-\as-ga Se-na|-ah-ha 
x| 

| hi-x| 

|... .™Pé|-ta-pi-li-is pé-e|(-) 

| ku-it-ki i-da-la|-wa-ah-ta}* 
|ma-ah-ha-an|-ma" A-BI 
i|a-pi-li- 

| A-BI-1A-ma 
nu-u-wa 

\ir-ma-li|-ia-an-za_ e-e8-ta UM-MA A-BI 
A-BI-ITA-MA 

[hu-wS-wa A-BU-1A- 
MA am-mu-uk-wa pa-a-i-mi 

lnu-hdn A-BI-IA) A-BU-IA_ pa- 
ra-a na-is-ta 

[nu-kdn| ma-ah-ha-an A-BU-1A SA KUR- 
TI a-ar-as 

[nu-kdln KOR hu-is 
I-NA SA KUR Ha-at-ti 
nue KUR-e  me-eh-hi 
i-da-la-wa-ah-ta 

[nju-kén A-BU-TA ku-in KOR 
ax-ga-an I1-NA SA KUR-TI 

na-ak 12 SU-TI ki-sa-at 
nu A-NA A-BU-IA 

 IDIJNGIR.MES pt-ra-an hu-u-i-e-er nu- 
kdn u-ni “KURU 8'Ga-as-ga-an 
EREM.MES SU-TI ku-in ku-wa-pt da- 
ma-as-hi-il 

|nja-an-kdn eu-it-ma_pé-« 
har-ta 

|nja-at-Si-kdn A-BU-IA ar-ha da-as-hi-it 
[nja-at EGIR-pa LU.MES ©®"Ha-at-ti 
pé-eS-ki-it 

A-BI A-BI-1A-ma ha-ad-du-li-is-ta nam- 
ma 

IS-TU KUR 
na-as ma-ah-ha-an 
I-NA_ a-ar-as nu EREM. 
MES | 

pa-a{n-ku-un I|-NA Zi-it-ha-ra_ 1K- 
SU|-UD| 
nu <Al-NA 


na-as UGU-TI _kat-ta 


A-BI| DINGIR. 


MES pi-ral-a|n hu|-u-7-e-er} 
nu-kldn ku-en-ta nu EREM., 


MES 
KUR-x{. 


Ix-x KOR.MES | 


Fragment 14) F iii (beginning broken) 
(2) | laid al for the Glasgaeans. 
| Pivjapili (nom.) | .| they” kill. 
| Pijvapili (nom. ) | did} 
nothing evil. (7) But |when| my grandfather 
heard jof the Piy{apili] — since my 
grandfather was still |silek, my grandfather 
(spoke) thus: “*|Who! will go?” Thus (spoke) my 
father: “IT will go!” [So!| my grandfather sent forth 
my father. 


(12) When my father arrived in the country, 
(he found that) the GaSgaean enemy who had 
come inside the land of Hatti had treated the 
land very badly. And the Gasgaean enemy 
whom my father met inside the country consisted 
of twelve tribes. The gods helped my father, (so 
that) he slew the aforementioned GaSgaean 
enemy, the tribal troops, wherever he caught 
him.' And what he held, that my father took 
away from him and gave it back to the Hittites. 
(22) But my grandfather once more became well 
and came down from the Upper Country. And 
when he arrived at (the town of) Zithara, he met 
alll] the troops of (the town of) |... ..| in Zithara. 
(26) And the gods helped my grandfather, (so 
that) he slew [the enemy]. The troops of (the 


town of) [. .| the country |. | enemies 


f) Lit.: What 


troops of tribes, he caught anywhere, he slew him. 


aforementioned GaSgaean enemy, 


10. Ca. 23 lines missing at the beginning of F in; 
these may have overlapped with the lost end of Fram. 13 
(and Fram. 40, see n. 38). 

41. Cf. Frgm. 13, 4. 

42. Restored here and line 5 after line 7. 

143. For restoration ef. line 14. 

1. Space has same length as ma-ah-ha-an in line 12. 

15. From here to line 1H already SBo Tp. 36 n. 139. 

16. Middle of tablet about here. 

17. Beginnings of lines 22-30 in NNNIV 26 iii (1-9 
there). 
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da\- Ix*® KIL.KA[L.BAD 
URI! | A-BI A-BUI-IA 

| | 28-tal-.. 

| |x-ta-ri|(-) 

| | 

| 

| | 

| | A-NA 

URU 4 r-za-u-wa(?)?! 

| | |- 
A-BU-ITA| A-NA A-BI A- 
BI-1\.A 

IA-NA EP KER am- 


mu-uk nu-hdén  A-BI 
A-BI-1A(?)|” 

[A-BU-IA A-NA(?) KOR 
u-wa_ 
|nu-hdn ma-ah-ha-an| A-BU-IA h\a-an-t\e- 


| Ix I-NA_ x{[.. .-tJa(?)- 
as-ha x| 
Inu ASBU-IA) DINGIR|.MES 


plt-ra-a|n hu-u-v-el-er| 

PU KILKAL.BAD PJSTAR LIL-ia] 
[nu-kdn(?) A-BU-TA KER] 


za-wa-an X|-x-|x|.. 


Ix nu EREM.MES 
pa-an-gal-ri-it BA.BAD] 

| Ar-za- 
wa-an A-BU{-IA 

na-an-kdn 
keu-e|n-ta| 

| pla-ra-a-ma_ nam- 
ma 3 S{U-T1 

| IK-SU|-UD na-an-kdan 
hru-en|-ta| 

| |X pa-ra-a-ma_ nam-ma 
| 

| NK-SU-UD nu-kdn 
A-BU-I[A 

| EREM.MES| KOR pa-an-ga- 


ri-it |BA.BAD| 

| pa|-an-ku-us SU-T1 | | 
| -tja-an-za e-es-la | 

™Du-ul-li-is | | 
(indented ?)|"Na-hi-ru-wa-as-sa x| 


end of column 


| | ar{my | (30) (the town. of) 
| | my grandfalther | healrd 


|, but the one whom | | 
something | (35) | | Gas- 


galean 


| to the |Arzawaean| enemy | | 


(38) [Thus (spoke) my father] to my grand 
father: |“Oh my lord! (?)| Agalinst the Arzjawaean 
lenemy send] me!” [So my grandfather sent my 
father(?)| agalinst| the Arzawaean enemy. (41) 
jAnd when| my father {had marched for(?)| the 
first [day(?), he came (?) to (the town of?)...|- 
{The gods} helped father: the Sun 
Goddess of Arinna, the Storm God of! Hatti, the 
Storm God of the Ajrmy, and Istar of the Battle- 
field], (45) |(so that) my father slew the] Arza- 
waean enemy | and the enemy troops 
in} multi{tude. Arzawaean 
enemy (acc.) my father (nom.) |. . 


aSha. 


....|-ed, and 


he slelw] him. | But furthermore 
again three triibes| (50) [he mlet fin .......| and 
slew them. | | But furthermore again 
he met | tribes in |, and my father 


[slew them, (so that) the! enemy [troops died] in 

multitude. — | the] whole tribe was | 
l-ed. [. } to him Dulli (nom.), [.... 

and Nabiruwa (nom.) [. . | 

(end of column, continuation of text lost) 


1S. Traces would fit PU, but there is no room for the 
usual enumeration of gods. 
19. Cf. BoTU 36, 5 ff. (Fram. 44) and above, p. 49 
50. Cf. above, line 6. 
1. Restored in view of lines 39 ff. 


or 


2. Restorations in 38-46 are from context. If 


correct, line 39 would have been written partly on the 


edge 


(To be continued 
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BESPRECHUNG VON DRIVER AND MILES, BABYLONIAN LAWS, VOL. I 


Pritscu 


Germany ) 


lonlan 


Driver Joun C. Mines, The Baby- 


Laws edited with Translation and 


Volume I: Legal Commentary. 
Oxford (Clarendon 1952. XXXI, 517 
Geb. S10. 


> 


Ihrem 1935 erschienenen Werke “The Assyrian 


Commentary. 
Press) 


Seiten. 


Laws” haben die beiden Verfasser nach gemein- 
samer langer und griindlicher Vorbereitung ihre 
jetzt) in Banden 
Bearbeitung des Hammurabikodex folgen lassen. 


vorliegende  gleichartige 
Der hier zu besprechende erste Band bringt den 
juristischen Kommentar, der zweite, inzwischen 
(1955) ebenfalls erschienene, den transkribierten 
akkadischen Text) mit Ubersetzung, philologi- 
schen Anmerkungen und Wie die 
Verfasser (S254) ausdriicklich wollen 
sie nicht) Handbuch des 


Glossar. 
betonen, 

babylonischen 
techts, sondern nur einen Kommentar zu Ham- 
murabis Gesetzbuch liefern, dessen Tauptzweck 
sein soll, “to elucidate the plain meaning of the 


text”. Urkunden und Sehrifttum werden daher 
nur so weit) berticksichtigt, wie es diesem 
fahmen notwendig ist. Die Verfasser setzen 


sich auch nicht néher mit den Problemen ausein- 


ander, welche die Textgeschichte — betreffen 


(Novellierungen, Interpolationen und Glossen) 
und denen Koschaker sein besonderes Augenmerk 
hatte, 
Text so, wie er iiberliefert ist, fertig zu werden 


veschenkt sondern versuchen, mit dem 
und zu ermitteln, wie etwa ein babylonischer 
Richter ihn hat verstehen miissen (S. 147, 298). 
Die hierin liegende Selbstbescheidung ist) grund- 
sitzlich richtig, wenn man wie die Vertasser 
munichst eine méglichst sichere Grundlage fiir 
die Interpretation schaffen will, man kann aber 
auch bel Methode 


Hypothesen und Wonjekturen auskommen, wie 


dieser nicht) véllig ohne 
die eigene Arbeit der Verfasser zeigt. 

Dem Vorhaben der Verfasser entsprechend, 
himmt die Kommentierung des Hammurabikodex 
den Hauptteil des ersten Bandes ihres Werkes 
(S. 54-503) ein. 


Schrifttumsverzeichnis, chronologischen Tabellen 


Voraus gehen ihr ausser einem 


und eine 


juristische 


sowie Berichtigungen 


Eintithrung (Ss. 


Nachtrigen 
und 


geschichtliche 


69 


1-26), die den geschichthcehen Hintergrund von 
Hammurabis Gesetzgebung, die Fragmente des 
Bilalama von ESnunna und des Lipit-IStar von 
Isin, die Sarrim”’, die Rechtsurkunden 
(besonders die und Briefe jsowie 
die Schultexte (Serien ana und HARRA- 
hubulli) behandelt, und Kinftthrung in 
das Gesetzgebungswerk Hammurabis selbst (S. 
27-53), die sich mit der Entdeckung der Stele 
und der verschiedenen Fragmente, der Datierung 


eine 


des Gesetzes, dem Prolog und dem Epilog und 
der Gruppierung und Natur der Vorschriften 

zutretfend wird, 
hier nicht um = systematisch 
angelegtes, umfassendes Gesetzbuch, sondern um 


befasst, wobei herausgestellt 


dass sich 
eine Rethe von Abdéinderungen geltenden Gewohn- 
Dem Hauptteil des Buches 
Sachregister, ein 


heitsrechtes handelt. 
folgen cin Verzeichnis der 
babyvlonisechen und assyrischen Ausdriicke und 
eine Zusammenstellung der Zitate aus biblischen, 
talmudischen, babylonischen, assvrischen, rémi- 
schen, byzantinischen, iskamischen und sonstigen 
(Quellen. 

Der Kommentar selbst erléutert die einzelnen 
Vorschriften im) wesentlichen nach der Reihen- 
folge des Gesetzes, wobel immer gewisse Ab- 
schnitte zusammengefasst und wieder in Unterab- 
Den Abschnitten und 
Unterabschnitten gehen in’ der Regel 
mentassende voraus, so z. B. 


schnitte geteilt) werden. 
zusam- 
Kinleitungen 
besonders umfangreiche tiber das babylonische 
Erbrecht (S. 324-344) den §$ 162 ff. und tiber 
die Priesterinnen und Hierodulen (S. 358-374) 
178 ff. In den Text eingestreut finden 
sich an geeigneter Stelle Exkurse tiber bestimmte 
Themata, so tiber Gewichte ISL ff.), 
Pachtpreise und Teilpacht (S. 131 Acker- 
bautechnik (S. 128 ff.), Zinsen (S. 174 ff.), Skla- 
(S. 221 ff.), Sklavenzeichen (S. 306. 


422 f.), die Arten von Vermégensgegenstiéinden 


den §§ 


(S. 325) u.ca. Besondere Sorgfalt wird der Ter- 


minologic zugewendet; so finden sich zusam- 


Termini 
QQ ff.), 
188, 198), 


menhiingende Ausftihrungen tiber die 
mar awilim (S. 87 {f.), 


(S. 120 ff.), 


mushkénum (Ss, 


lamkarum Samallim (Ss. 


fe ety 
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habtum (S. 242 #£.), 


(S. 388 ff). in denen versucht wird, die 


marum und ahum 


zugrunde liegenden Begriffe prétzisieren. 
Wiederholt) werden auch Vergleiche mit dem 
assvrischen, dem hebriaischen, dem hethitischen 
und dem indischen Recht angestellt, die manches 
ins rechte Licht riicken. 

Hammurabis Gesetz kommentieren, wie 
die Verfasser es sich zum Ziel gesetzt hatten, ist 
cine harte und entsagungsvolle Aufgabe, denn 
es fehlt uns noch gar zu viel, um tiberall zu vollem 
Verstiindnis des Textes durehzustossen; nicht 
selten hat man das Geftihl, eine CGleichung mit 
mehreren Unbekannten lésen omiissen. Die 
Liickenhaftigkeit der gesetzlichen Regelungen, 
die ja nur erginzen, nicht svstematisieren wollen, 
die unentwickelte Gesetzgebungstechnik, die 
zahlreichen unbekannten, unsicheren oder mehr- 
deutigen Termint (wie z. B. marum als “Sohn” 
oder “Wind”, @wilum als “Mann” oder “freier 
Mann’, bisweilen im Gegensatz nicht nur zum 
Sklaven, sondern auch zum omushkénum, mdr 
awilim als “Freigeborener’ oder “Sohn (INind) 
eines Freien”, als “Briider’? oder “Ge- 
schwister’’), unsere weitgehende Unkenntnis der 
wirtschaftlichen und = sozialen Verhéltnisse, des 
Verwaltungsapparates und der militérischen und 
kultischen Organisation der Hammurabizeit, 
vor allem aber auch des Gewohnheitsrechts, 
das dem Wodex zugrunde liegt und aus diesem 
und den zeitgenéssischen Urkunden nur zum 
geringen Teil erschlossen werden kann —— all das 
bietet einem sicheren Verstindnis des Gesetzes- 
textes ausserordentliche, oft) untiberwindliche 
Schwierigkeiten. So kann es meht Wunder 
nehmen, dass hier trotz Aufbietung allen Scharf- 
sinns vieles dunkel oder verschiedener Auslegung 
offen bleiben muss und dass die Ansichten der 
Forscher oft Einzelheiten, bisweilen auch im 
Grundsitzlichen auseinandergehen. Die Ver- 
fasser sind sich diesor Sehwierigkeiten vollaut 
bewusst, suchen sic mit vorbildlicher 
Energie und Griindlichkeit durch tiefschiirfendes 
Kindringen die) Probleme iiberwinden. 
Wenn sie trotzdem haufig nur zu emem non 
liquet kommen oder wenn bisweilen die von 
ihnen vertretene Ansteht den kritischen Leser 
nicht befriedigt, so ist das angesichts der erwihn 
ten Schwierigkeiten nur natiirlieh. Durch solche 
Unvollkommenheiten darf man sich nicht enttiu- 
sehen lassen, denn sie sind unvermeidlich. 


Jedentalls ist die von den Verfassern angewandte 
Methode die einzige, die hoffen lésst, dass auf 
Grund neuer Unterlagen und Forschungen 
allmiéhlich weitere Fortschritte im Verstéindnis 
des Textes erzielt werden. Der wissenschattliche 
Wert eines Kommentars zum Hammurabikodex 
kann ja nicht so sehr danach bemessen werden, 
dass eine grosse) gesicherter Ergebnisse 
geboten wird, wie vielmehr danach, dass unter 
Entfaltung der gesamten Problematik die in 
Frage kommenden gesucht 
und erértert werden. Diese Aufgabe haben die 
Verfasser voll erfiillt. 

Im Rahmen einer Besprechung ist es nattirlich 
nicht méglich, zu allen Einzelheiten des gewalti- 
gen, von den Verfassern verarbeiteten Materials 
Stellung zu nehmen. Nur einige Bemerkungen 
selen mir gestattet : 

Den Gegensatz zwischen § 3 und § 4 erblicken 
die Verfasser (S. 67) in den Worten ana sibit 
sarratim ($3) und ana sibit kaspim (§ 4). 
Das wird kaum zutreffen. Die natiirliche Auffas- 
sung ist doch wohl die, dass die Worte summa 
dinum Sa din napistim (§ 3) und ana se’im 
i kaspim (§ 4) den Gegensatz bilden. Die 
Worte ana sibit sarrdtim im § 3 sind méglicher- 
Weise eine Glosse. 

Zu dem besonders schwierigen § 5 lehnen die 
Verfasser (8.075) die Ansicht Lautner’s, dass 
das “Urteil? (dinwm, purussim) nur ein Streit- 
beendigungsvorschlag sei, (vielleicht mit Recht) 
ab, jedoch kénnen auch sie die Probleme dieses 
Paragraphen nicht lésen. Offen bleibt vor 
allem, worauf kunukkam usézib sich bezieht, 
was d*nam enim bedeutet und wie ein eimzelner 
Richter ein von einem Richterkollegium gefiilltes 
Urteil soll dindern kénnen. Um hier klar sehen 
zu kénnen, miisste uns von dem babylonischen 
Gerichtsverfahren mehr bekannt sein, wie auch 
die Verfasser anerkennen. 

In den $$ 117-119 identifiziert: Koschaker den 
famkdrum, dem der Sehuldner seine Ehefrau, 
seine’ Kinder oder seine Sklaven verkauft oder 
verpfiindet, mit dem Gliubiger, wiihrend die 
Verfasser (S. 212, 217) hier zwei verschiedene 
Personen annehmen. WKoschaker sieht daher 
in dem Verkauf oder der Verpfiindung die Leistung 
eines Erfiillungssurrogates dureh den Schuldner 
an den Gliubiger, wihrend nach Ansicht der 
Verfasser der Schuldner sich durch den Verkaut 
oder die Verpfindung an einen Dritten Geld zur 
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Pritscu: BESPRECHUNG VON DrIvER 


Befriedigung des Glaubigers verschaffen will. 
Hier wird die Entscheidung offen bleiben miissen ; 
beide Deutungen sind wohl in gleicher Weise 
vertretbar. 

Bei den vom Depositum handelnden Para 
graphen besteht ein Widerspruch zwischen den 
$$ 122, 125 einerseits und dem § 124 anderseits. 
Wiahrend die §§ 122, 123 fiir die Entstehung eines 
klagbaren Anspruchs des Deponenten gegen den 
Depositar auf Herausgabe des Depositums die 
Deponierung vor Zeugen und einen schriftlichen 
Vertrag erfordern, gentigt mach § 124) zum 
Beweise der Deponierung, dass sie vor Zeugen 
stattgefunden hat. Koschaker will diese Unstim- 
migkeit) durch die Annahme— erkliren, dass 
§ 124 einer filteren Gesetzesvorlage entnommen 
sei, die §$§ 122, 123 dagegen, die ausser den 
Zeugen noch Schriftform verlangen, eine rechts- 
politisch wenlg durehdachte Neuerung Ham- 
murabis seien, die wenig Aussicht gehabt habe, 
sich in’ der Praxis behaupten. Auch die 
Verfasser 237f.) halten die Annahme einer 
Neverung Hammurabis fiir wahrscheinlich, sie 
moéchten aber eine Konkordanz herstellen, indem 
sie in den Worten balum Sibi wi riksdtim (§ 123) 
das @ disjunktiv verstehen, so dass der Deponent 
einen klagbaren Anspruch nur dann nicht hiitte, 
wenn er weder Zeugen noch Vertragsurkunde 
vorweisen kann, und indem = sie die Nichter- 
wihnung der Vertragsurkunde im § 124 damit 
m erkliren suchen, dass der Gesetzesredaktor 
hier nur die Zeugen als das wichtigere Beweis- 
mittel genannt, tatsichlich aber auch die Ur- 
kunde gemeint habe. Ob ein babylonischer 
Richter wirklich in dieser Weise argumentiert 
hitte, mag dahinstehen; jedenfalls miissen aber 
auch die Verfasser sich tiber den Wortlaut des 
Gesetzes hinwegsetzen, um zu einer Losung des 
Widerspruchs zu gelangen. 

Im §$ 152 bietet das Fragment Mus. V 98 
(Poebel, The University Museum Vol. V) in 
Col. NI 45 die Variante mutisa fiir eliSunu 
in Col. R EX 56 der Stele. Die Verfasser halten 
die Variante fiir eine spiitere Interpolation des 
Stelentextes und legen diesen zugrunde. Dage- 
gen sehen Schorr und Koschaker die Variante als 
massgebend an; zugleich halten sie im § 151 
den zweiten Satz (i Summa sinnistum si, lama 
ana bit awilim trrubu, hubullum elisa tbassi, bél 
hubullisa) mussa ul isabatu) fiir interpoliert. 
Nach der zweiten Auffassung besteht der Gegen- 
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satz zwischen vorehelichen (§ 151) und nach der 
Eheschliessung eingegangenen Schulden (§ 152) 
des Mannes, nach der ersten Ansicht dagegen 
zwischen Schulden eines Ehegatten (§ 151) und 
gemeinschaftlichen Schulden  beider (§ 152). 
Sicher ist, dass hier ohne Textinderungen (ent- 
weder in dem Fragment oder in der Stele) nicht 
auszukommen ist. Die hierzu vertretenen An- 
sichten werden beide méglich sein, doch scheint 
mir die der Verfasser den Vorzug zu verdienen. 
Ein grundsiitzliches Problem bietet die Frage, 
ob die Ehe der semitischen Babylonier zur Zeit 
Hammurabis als Kaufehe, die (rhdtum, die der 
Bréutigam an den Vater der Braut zahlt, also 
als Brautpreis anzusehen ist. Wahrend diese 
Frage friher wohl fast allgemein (a. M. Cuq) 
bejaht wurde, wird sie neuerdings verschie- 
dentlich (van Praag, David fiir die geschichtliche 
Zeit) verneint, so auch von den Verfassern (S. 
250.) entsprechend ihrem in’ The Assyrian 
Laws (S. 142ff.) eingenommenen Standpunkte 
Eine Lésung des Problems ist unmdéglich, solange 
man sich nicht dariiber einig ist, was unter 
zu verstehen ist. Sieht man in der 
Eingehung einer Kaufehe einen realen Kauf- 
vertrag im wirtschaftlichen Sinne (gleichartig 
dem Kauf einer Sklavin), so war die semitische 
Khe zur Zeit Hammurabis gewiss keine Kaufehe. 
Nimmt man aber, wie ich es fiir richtig halte, mit 
Koschaker eine Kaufehe dann an, wenn Kauf 
und Eheschliessung nach ihrer juristischen 
Struktur iibereinstimmen, so wird) den 
Charakter der semitisch-babylonischen als 
Kautehe bejahen miissen, wie Koschaker meiner 
Ansicht nach tiberzeugend dargetan hat. Was 
die Verfasser hiergegen anftihren, erscheint mir 
wenig stichhaltig. Jedenfalls  spielt bei der 
Annahme einer) babylonischen Kaufehe nicht, 
wie die Verfasser (S. 264) meinen, der angeblich 
von ethnologischer Seite gehegte Gedanke eine 
Rolle, dass die bei primitiven Vélkern (nieht nur 
bei solchen, vergl. die r6mische coemtio!) verbrei- 
tete Kaufehe ein notwendiges Stadium der 
Entwicklung der Eheschliessungsformen — aller 
Volker sei, denn eine solche Auffassung, die Aus- 
fluss eines mechanistischen Evolutionismus. ist, 
wird heute wohl kaum noch ernsthaft vertreten; 
wohl aber darf man die Ergebnisse der Rechts- 
vergleichung, nach denen die Kaufehe der 
vaterrechtlichen Organisation wandernder Hirten- 
st‘imme entspricht, wie die semitischen Nomaden 


| 
dte 
: 
his 
‘he 
lex 
Ch, 
sse 
in 
| 
ch 
ti 
en 
1) 
ma 
vm 
die 
er- 
ASS 
Be 
it) | 
‘or 
it 
en 
en 
ch 
en 
li 
| 
er 
ng 
er 
ul 
af 


| 
te 


und so auch die in’ Babyvlonien eingewanderten 
Amoriter es waren, nicht voéllig ausser acht 
lassen. Gegen die Annahme einer Kautehe bei 
den semitischen Babyloniern spricht) jedentalls 
nicht der Umstand, dass der [ammurabikodex 
in den $$ 172 eine Eheschliessung ohne 
firhdtum, aber mit nuduandim (Eheschenkung des 
Mannes an die Frau) kennt (S. 264), denn 
KKoschaker hat mit guten Griinden dargelegt, 
dass es sich hier um eine Institution des sumeri- 
schen Rechts handelt; hierfiir spricht besonders 
auch die Tatsache, dass die 
keine der eutsprechende Leistung des 
Briiutigams an den Brautvater kennen. Von 
einer “Beweislast’’ (S. 265) sollte man bei wissen- 
schaftlichen Kontroversen nicht sprechen, denn 
es geht hier doch bei allen Beteiligten um das 
Streben nach Erkenntnis der Wahrheit, nicht 
darum, einen Prozess zu gewinnen; wenn aber 
schon von Beweislast die Rede sein soll, dann 
lige es wohl néher, sie denen zuzuschieben, die 
eine iiberwiegend vertretene, wohlbegriindete 
Auffassung angreifen, nicht aber denen, die an ihr 
festhalten. Zu dem = ganzen Problem, auf das 
hier aus Raumeriinden nicht néher eingegangen 
werden kann, sel auf den Beitrag NKoschaker’s 
iiber “EKheschtiessung und nach alten 
Rechten” in der Festschrift: fiir Hrozny (Archiv 
Orientalni, Band 18, Heft 3, 8. 210ff.) verwiesen, 
den die Verfasser noch nicht beriicksichtigt 
haben. 

Nicht) folgen kann ich auch der Auslegung, 
welche die Verfasser den $$ 185, 186 angedeihen 
lassen. David helt den von hier 
die Rede ist, fiir ein Findelkind, weil im Falle 
des § 185, in dem der Adoptierende das Kind 
ina méSu ana maritim: angenommen hat, die 
leiblichen Eltern des Windes dieses vindizieren 
kénnen, so lange es noch nicht grossgezogen ist, 
das Adoptivverhiltnis also nicht durch eimen 
Vertrag zwischen thnen und dem Adoptierenden 
hegrindet sein kann und erst unauflésbar wird, 
wenn das herangewachsen ist; Falle 
des § 186 dagegen kann nach David’s Ansicht das 
IKind, das der Annehmende hier nicht mésu 
angenommen hat, zu seinen Eltern zuriickkehren, 
wenn der Annehmende nach diesen torscht 
und sie ermittelt. David meint, dass 
hier nicht wie im Falle des § 185 eine volle 
Adoption, sondern nur ein provisorisches Pflege- 
verhéltnis in dem mdritu-Verhiltnis zu erblicken 
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sel. Die Verfasser lehnen 388ff.) David's 
Interpretation ab. Sie sehen in) sthrum 
kein Findelkind, halten in beiden Paragraphen 
eine echte Adoption zna mé des Adoptanten fiir 
gegeben und verstehen als Subjekt: von chat 
nicht den Adoptanten, sondern das Adoptivkind, 
das sich nach seinen Eltern sehne und deshalb 
zu ihnen zuriickkehren diirfe (also schon ein 
gewisses Alter gehabt haben muss, wenn es in 
der Lage gewesen sein soll, nach seinen Eltern 
zu forschen). Nun wird man dartiber, ob David's 
Auffassung der beiden Paragraphen richtig: ist, 
gewiss streiten kénnen, obwohl mir manches 
fiir seine Ansicht zu sprechen scheint, dass es 
sich hier um ein’ Findelkind gehandelt habe. 
Die Interpretation begegnet hauptsichlich des- 
halb Schwierigkeiten, weil im § 186 nicht nur 
das Subjekt, sondern auch die Bedeutung von 
unsicher ist (in dieser Beziehung ftiihren 
auch die Erérterungen von Oppenheim in Orien- 
talin, Band 14, 235ff.. nicht weiter). Die 
Deutung des Textes durch die Verfasser aber 
scheint mir kaum méglich zu sein. Dass trotz 
Abschluss eines Adoptionsvertrages die leiblichen 
Kltern thr Kind vom Adoptivvater hatten zu- 
ruckfordern kénnen (§ 185), ist fiusserst unwahr- 
scheinlich; noch weniger kann angenommen 
werden, dass das Adoptivkind nach geschlossenem 
Adoptionsvertrage seinen leiblichen Eltern 
zurtiickkehren durfte, weil es Heimweh hatte 

so sentimental waren die alten  Babylonier 
gewiss nicht. Uebrigens kann man sich auch 
kaum vorstellen, dass ein etwas grésseres Ixind, 
das in der Lage war, selbstindig nach = seinen 
Kltern zu forschen, diese Eltern, die den Adop- 
tionsvertrag geschlossen haben, so wenig gekannt 
haben soll, dass es nach ihnen hitte forschen 
miissen. Man wird auch nicht mit den Ver- 
fassern das Fehlen der Worte tna mésu vor ana 
maritim ilgi im § 186 ohne weiteres ausser aucht 
lassen diirfen. Wenn die Verfasser schliesslich 
meinen, es sei héchst unwahrscheinlich, dass der 
Abschnitt) tiber die Adoption ($$ 185-195) 
hauptsichlich oder ausschliesslich ein un- 
important a being as a foundling’” zum Gegen- 
stand gehabt habe, so ist das angesichts der von 
den Vertfassern selbst) betonten Tatsache, dass 
der Hammurabikodex kein systematisch ange- 
legtes Gesetzbuch ist, kein durchschlagendes 
Argument gegen die (freilich nicht unzweitel- 
hatte) gegenteilige Annahme; dass iibrigens 
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das Findlingswesen im alten Babylonien keine 
ganz untergeordnete Rolle gespielt hat, zeigen 
schon die hieraut beziiglichen Stellen der Serie 
ana ittisu. 

Die vorstehenden Ausfiihrungen, die nur 
einige der vielen Zweifelsfragen bertihren konnten, 
sollen, auch wo sie die Ansichten der Verfasser 
kritisieren, den Wert ihres Buches nicht herab- 
setzen. Sie mégen aber wenigstens andeuten, 
wie mithevoll die juristische Ausdeutung des 
Hammurabikodex ist, mit welchen Schwierig- 
keiten die Verfasser hierbei zu kimpfen hatten 
und wie sehr die Wissenschaft ihnen fiir ihre 


umfangreiche und entsagungsvolle Arbeit zu 
Dank verpflichtet ist. Und wenn sie (S. 58) 
bescheiden bemerken: one can be more 
conscious than the editors of the many mistakes 
which they have infallibly made, but mistakes 
may be defended on the*ground that they may 
provide stepping-stones for others to attain the 
truth”, so wird man ihnen gern bestétigen, dass 
ihr Werk die unentbehrliche Grundlage fiir 
jede weitere Forschung auf dem Gebiete des 
altbabylonischen Rechts bildet auch dann, 
wenn der kritische Leser ihren Ansichten bis- 
weilen nicht folgen zu kénnen glaubt. 
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